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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCJrION 

This dissertation will demonstrate that men have 

aesthetic, ascetic, and therapeutic capacities with public 

ramifications. It will demonstrate that these capacities 

enable men with different values, goals, rules, and 

e.xpectations to live together. When men share these 

capacities in interactions with each other, public friendship 

can be said to exist. This dissertation will argue for the 

thesis that public friendship is a means to the good life for 

men. This is not to suggest that friendship is the only 

means, but simply that it is a means. This is to suggest 

that regardless or how one may construe the good life for 

men, there is something intrinsic to the relationship 

practically known.as friendship which makes it both a means 

to the actualization for a specified good life of men and a 

component or that end. 

The proportions of this endeavor are neither small 

nor middling. Usually friendship is considered as an aspect 

of man•s individual and private existence. However, the 

import of this endeavor suggests that this relationship, 

in that it is a relationship, has certain public and/or 

l 
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political ramifications. If friendship can be seen simply as 

an entity, a being in and of itself, certain public and/or 

political qualities can be discovered within its actuali

zation. The intent here is to explore the nature of the 

entity, being, simply as it is found in practical political 

experience, and then to separate as well as elucidate both 

its private and public qualities. Then, it will be posited 

that friendship, on the basis of these qualities, is a good, 

a specifiable good, which must be pursued by men if they 

conceive of their political structure as existing for a good 

way of life however that life may be construed. Friendship 

is a good which individual persons pursue as a good in and of 

itself; it exists not to satisfy needs but as an exercise of 

abundance of the person in which he engages for the pure joy 

of engaging in it. As such, it constitutes a means to the 

good life of the group. 

Justification for such a study finds its basis in my 

observations of the contemporary political scene and the 

question which seems to haunt human existence there. In 

former times, it was assumed that if society and the political 

system could only provide man with material abundance and 

opportunity for self expression, each individual would find 

fulfillment and personal development alone, by dint of his 

own effort, values, goals, and rules. In the twentieth 

century such assumptions have been found suspect. Under the 

weight of such assumptions, society has buckled, and hopes 
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for fulfillment have degenerated into sour frustration when 

men find that they can no longer interact with one another in 

terms of common rules, values, and expectations. Precarious 

indeed is the situation when the role occupied in society is 

no longer a reliable indication of what one might do. In 

short, no paradigm exists whereby the person can see himself, 

other persons, and his life with them as part of a community. 

Instead, each individual constructs his own personality, his 

own unique constellation of substantive rules, values, and 

expectations or his own "way of life." The problems facing 

contemporary men are no longer solvable in economic or social 

terms, but can only be understood as "way of life" issues. 1 

It might be said that with its recognition, the extremity 

of' this situation has been reached and that men are now 

existing in an intermediate state, prior to the creation of' 

a new paradigm or the recall of an old one. The question 

here is both simple and formidable. How can two men 

embodying different and even conflicting ways o~ life 

1Paul Taylor, Normative Discourse (Englewood Cliffs: 
Prentice-Hall., Inc., 1961). As used by Taylor, "way of 
life" refers to a system ot value priorities arranged in an 
ascending order of' generality which rest comfortably within 
one's notion of how life should be lived, which are chosen 
for that reason, and which can be used as justification for 
one's acts. I am using the term rather loosely, incor
porating parts of Taylor's notion., but preferring to look 
upon the values as simply arranged in a constellation, joined 
by will rather than reason. 

Attention is also called to "way of life" issues by 
Theodore H. White, The Making of the President., 1968 (New 
York: Atheneum Pub'!Iihers, Igo"g)-;--i'nd James McG~ Burns., 
Presidential Government: The Crucible of Leadership (New 
York: Avon Books, 1965). -irFie philosopnI'cal signif'icance, 
however., is not explored. 



4 

interact immediately with each other nakedly, in the absence 

of common rules, values, and expectation? After isolating 

and recognizing the question, the philosopher's task is the 

systematic exploration of and reflection upon presuppositions 

behind alternative solutions formulated in both thought and 

practice. The suggestion here is that friendship is an 

alternative worthy or consideration. 

The reality of the question or how men can interact 

without common moral goals, rules, and standards is 

recognized by scholars studying the areas or politics and 

legislation, especially by those who use interest-group 

theory, utilizing the empirical data or survey research. 

Research done in this area raises the most interesting· 

intellectual problems because it in fact offers a conception 

of "friendship" for consideration in this regard, but 

blatantly and naively ignores the normative implications of 

the approach and amidst much confusion purports to account 

for phenomena which burst the seams of the theory. To 

substantiate this criticism, many studies could be cited, 

but attention will focus on that or Donald R. Matthews, 

u.s. Senators and Their World.2 My research into classical 

philosophical writings as well as present-day usage suggests 

that the term friendship is understood as a unique combination 

of means and ends. It stems from the capacity or persons to 

2nonald R. Matthews, u.s. senators and Their World 
(New York: Vintage Books, 19'6'0"j." 
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engage in meaningful relations which give happiness to the 

participants. In this way, it is sought in and or itself 

and constitutes an end. However, it is also a means whereby 

personal support is provided, information is transmitted and 

one is able to preserve himself. What it can accomplish as 

a means is frustrated if it is not first sought as an end. 

utilizing the empirical data yielded by interviews with 

United States senators, Matthews zeros into the interaction 

between two senators and between senators and their close 

associates, and first describes and quotes at length their 

own comments, and then interprets his findings. He describes 

this interaction by using the term "friendship" and thereby 

opens himself to criticism, since careful examination or his 

quotations reveals that they are not consistent with his 

interpretation. Specifically, he confuses friendship as 

means and end. His discussion is ambivalent in that, while 

using the term on no less than thirty occasions, he fails to 

define it. However, his interpretation or this interaction 

suggests that he is using it only as a means, since on one 

occasion he describes it as a means, and on another he 

describes it as a "ploy," a tactic, a technique of using 

others to one's own advantage.3 Examination or quotations 

and data used to support such interpretations indicates that 

the significance of friendship as an end is understood by 

3Ibid., pp. 189, 210, 252. 
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senators and their associates. Friendships between senators 

and between senators and their associates usually develop 

after political associations, which indicates that they cannot 

be wholly means; then, posteriorly they exert an influence in 

continuing political associations. 4 One lobbyist indicated 

that he, as well as others in similar positions, tends "to 

become a part of him, 115 meaning the senator. The relation

ship continues only when it involves honesty, trust, and a 

notion or the "good," namely elucidation or what will be 

"good" for the people whose fate is being considered by the 

senator. If the relationship is not perpetuated in terms 

of some notion of "good," an end, it ceases as a means. 6 

One could understand this from Matthews' quotations, but 

not from his own interpretation. 

A second criticism is less philosophical and directed 

toward the methodological implications of the interest-group 

approach, which, in theoretical terms, attempts to formulate 

a conception of the way in which phenomena are related. The 

thrust of my remarks is toward the theory, not any particular 

works, except possibly Bentley's and Truman•s.7 The 

4 Ibid., pp. 99, 191. 
5 Ibid., p. 189. 
6 Ibid., 182. 

7navid B. Truman, The Governmental Process (New York: 
Alfred A. Knopf, 1951). A'r't'nur J. Bentley, The Process of 
Government (Chicago: University of Chicago Presa, 1908):-
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suggestion is that if the theory claims to account for 

empirical political phenomena, it has ignored a significant 

dimension, the ignorance of which may account for the 

confusion noted above in the Matthews study. Furthermore, 

there is a possibility that its categories are not equipped 

to accommodate this dimension. 

Interest-group theory holds that power is distributed 

among men and groups and that with fQrce they compete and 

conflict, impinging upon each other to secure their needs 

for survival. It sees one group impinging with force as a 

stimulus upon another and an automatic reaction from him 

with satisfaction or frustration depending upon the strength 

of the impact. It claims that this is the totality or 

political phenomena and e.xplains it in terms of the categories 

ot intensity, number, and technique. However, it has failed 

to account for the variety of forces and the tact that 

reaction is not always automatic. The dimension for which 

it has failed to account may be called the nexus, the realm 

in which there is force meeting force, resulting in a 

binding or tying effect. It cannot take place among groups 

and attention is called hereby to the fact that groups do 

not relate to each other, but rather individual members of 

groups meet each other in immediate face-to-face relations. 

This is an area in which countervailing force is recognized, 

structured, and a reply created. This nexus is a reception 



center which must be studied on its own merits, in terms of 

the categories of reception--recognition, structure, and 

creation--which categories defy the explanatory capacity of 

interest-group categories; i.e., i _ntensity, number, and 

technique. The suggestion is that this nexus and its 

categories are in some way related to friendship which is 

not and cannot be adequately accounted for by interest

group theory. 

This brief discussion, critical of interest-group 

theory, anticipates another purpose behind the dissertation. 

Not only does it rise from the practical political concerns 

of man, but it also has a base in political science. 

Constituting a criticism of many of the approaches to 

politics used by the discipline, it will attempt to bring to 

awareness the conceptions of man upon which many of these 

are based and build an alternative conception, indicating 

as it develops, the process by which this conception is 

formed. 

Indicative of its roots within the intellectual 

pursuits of man is the fact that it will begin with a 

consideration of the relationship between friendship and 

politics as formulated by the ancients. The contribution of 

this endeavor to political philosophy will, however, lie in 

the elaboration of the above mentioned categories, how they 

can be perceived, known and formulated normatively, as well 

as exploring those descriptive of the nexus which have been 

8 
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developed by contemporary existentialists and phenomenological 

thinkers. Most significant will be ·the process of isolating 

their political aspects from their private aspects. In 

effect, it would amount to exploring the political features 

of categories developed by existentialists and phenomenolo

gists, but which have heretofore remained privately 

construed. 

For purposes of understanding, it is appropriate at 

this time to set forth briefly the ways in which certain 

terms are going to be used. 

on the basis of observations of what men call "poli

tics" or the practical political world, it is possible to 

define politics as the process of defining human relationships 

across ways of life. The significance of "across ways or 

life" is crucial. It asswnes that in this position or 

situation their interactions are complicated by the fact that 

men are different in at least some ways which, of course, 

necessitates some type of definition or establishment of 

regular ways of relating among persons which are known. 

Human differences which cause complications in this process 

or defining cannot be explained only in physical terms; some

thing more seems to be involved. At the most general level, 

this something is simply a capacity, namely, the capacity or 

potency of man to transcend himself. This self-transcendence 

is manifest, of course, in the various beliefs, rules, values, 
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and goals found among men. The least that can be said about 

them is that all men use them, or say they use them, to 

direct themselves. Even this "saying" is itself a capacity, 

a potency, a possibility. Regardless or the content, the 

capacity is present, and often makes itself manifest in a 

constellation of beliefs, rules, values, and goals called a 

way of life. It is the differences of content and 

constellation which both necessitate and complicate the 

process of defining human relationships. 

On the basis or my observations or the practical 

world, it iS•"possible to say that friendship, too, is a 

capacity. It, too, is related to "ways of life." However, 

instead of a process of defining, it is a process of giving. 

Friendship is the giving of an awareness of a 11good way of 

life." "Good way of life" has been defined; it can be 

described, observed, and lived. This has been treated by 

contemporary scholars. "Giving," however, is problematic. 

Its understanding is crucial to the nature of friendship, 

and its elucidation will constitute the prime preoccupation 

of this dissertation as it goes about its various movements 

and concept formation and relation. 

To further define friendship as an entity, a thing 

in itself, being, it is possible to define it by location. 

Friendship is a nexus, or occurs in a nexus, the intentional 

result or force meeting force, human forceful presence 
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meeting human forceful presence in a binding effect. 

Intentional categories pertinent to this forceful nexus are 

recognition, structure, and creative response. 

While the concern of this dissertation is focusing 

attention on friendship as a thing in itself, it is not 

possible to divorce it from a conception of man or human 

nature. Friendship must be seen as a capacity of man, but 

if friendship, as observed and defined above does exist, 

certain presuppositions must be granted about man. 

The most obvious aspect of human nature which such 

a notion of friendship requires reverts back to the notion 

or awareness. Men must have the capacity to know each other 

as persons. One subject, an individual man, a person, must 

be able to know another singular, another person, as well 

as know an abstracted concept of man in general. 

If men seem to be "giving an awareness of a good way 

of life," a notion or moral becoming or change or way of 

life is a necessity. unless men can change, can become 

morally, there would be no rationale for giving a way of 

life. Therefore, there must be a moral notion of becoming, 

or potency and actuality. 

It seems that men must also be presumed to have a 

capacity to specify the moral constellation of beliefs, 

values, rules, and goals they hold. The person must be able 

to develop an awareness of the various components and the 

whole of which he espouses. It is not so much that he can 
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always define them, but others must be able to observe them 

in the person's actions, at least manifestations. The person 

must be cognizant of himself such that he can differentiate 

himself from others and their ways of life, so that he can 

disentangle himself from his own or from portions of his own 

as well as graft new values, goals, rules, and beliefs into 

his own way of life. 

A further presupposition, and one on which all the 

others rest, is that there is something behind all of these 

capacities which actualizes them, simply which·makes them 

actual, which makes them work. Usually, this something is 

described as a substratwn which integrates roles or portions 

of the personality, characteristics. Substratum seems to be 

too static a notion, especially as a complement to the 

capacities mentioned as being possible and as observable in 

the practical world. An actualizer, something which activates 

them all is a more accurate description. 



CHAPTER II 

THE CLASSICAL UNDERSTANDmG OF FRIENDSHIP 

AND CONTRmUTIONS TOWARD A 

CONTEMPORARY UNDERSTANDmG 

Human relations can be generally understood to be 

those things which men do to, for, and with each other. 

They admit of two types. There are those which can be 

expected because they are specified by persons in general 

and exterior to the relation. There are those which are 

spontaneous and moral, rather than expected, because they 

are not subject to such prior specification. To explore the 

latter realm is to consider the unique situation of two 

individuals experiencing activities together rather than to 

consider generally formulated norms of society. Such a rela

tionship can be called friendship. If contemporary men were 

asked to describe this relationship., they would probably 

agree with classical thinkers who described friendship as a 

relationship in which the persons had some characteristic in 

common, had a mutual appreciation for that characteristic, 

and seemed to exist in a state of relaxation within the 

mutual appreciation. 1 

1see for example., Aristotle Nicomachean Ethics 1157b 
and Stimson Bullitt., To Be a Poiitician (Garden city, N.Y.: 
Doubleday and Co., Inc • .,,-959J. 

13 
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This essay will explore the classical notion of 

friendship as found in the thought of Plato, Aristotle, and 

Thomas Aquinas, concentrating on the way they c~nceived the 

common characteristic which made friendship possible as well 

as those faculties and capacities of human nature which made 

it possible for men to engage in friendship. The attempt 

will be to gain some insights into the way in which the 

notion of friendship can be given a new meaning for 

contemporary man. The second part of the essay will explore 

the relationship which the classical thinkers drew between 

the state and friendship. 

For Plato, Aristotle, and Aquinas, the common 

characteristic which provided the base of mutual appreciation 

and relaxation between men was virtue. 2 Virtue was under

stood as an aid, a moral quality which in some way helped men 

to achieve the end or goal they set out for themselves. 3 

Reason was understood to be the crucial factor in virtue, 

although the exact part played by it differed from Plato, on 

the one hand, to Aristotle and Aquinas on the other. For 

Plato, virtue and knowledge were synonymous, in the sense 

that knowing a goal was tantamount to knowing that it was 

good, knowing the means to achieve it, and, in fact, 

2Aristotle Nicomachean Ethics 1097a-1099b and 1169b; 
Plato~ 222, Laws 693c, Thomas Aquinas Summa Theologiae 
I-II,~. 

3Aristotle Nicomachean Ethics 1106a; Plato Republic 
444-445; Thomas Aquinas Summa Theoiogiae I-II, 56, 1. 
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achieving it.4 For Aristotle and Aquinas, however, one could 

know that a certain goal was good, without knowing the means 

to achieve it, or without having the energy to achieve it. 

Virtue, was therefore, more complex in that goal achieving 

required that reason convince the emotions that they should 

cooperate, but the cooperation was achieved by establishing 

action in conformity with a middle course between the two 

possible emotional responses to the proposed goal.5 Action, 

in conformity with this mean or middle course, was assumed 

to eventually result in a disposition of docility toward 

reason such that an orderly arrangement of the emotion was 

accomplished.6 Such a disposition constituted the virtue 

or moral quality which was the object of mutual appreciation 

within which persons could relax in a friendly relationship. 

According to all three thinkers, the goal or human 

actions was happiness.7 The significant thing is that 

happiness was an open-ended concept. For Plato happiness 

was the state of striving to know the truth.a What constituted 

4Plato Republic 441-442. 

5Aristotle Nicomachean Ethics llo6b; Thomas Aquinas 
Summa Theologiae I-II, 64, 1, and I, 81, 3. 

6Aristotle Nicomachean Ethics 1103b; Thomas Aquinas 
Summa Theologiae I-II, 55, 3, and I-II, 63, 1. 

7Aristotle Nicomachean Ethics 1097b-1098b and Thomas 
Aquinas Summa Theologiae I-II, 3, 2; Plato Euthydemus 278e 
and Laws 8?0a. -

8P1ato Symposium 204e, Charmides 173, and Republic 353. 
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the truth, Plato was reluctant to say.9 It could be consti

tuted by knowing anything, as long as one was conscious that 

he knew it. For Aristotle and Aquinas, happiness was a state 

of consciousness which existed when one pursued activity 

toward a goal. Aristotle says, and Aquinas agrees, that the 

best activity for each is "that which strikes each man as 

which +s best in him. 1110 

It is possible that virtue could be the character

istic which contemporary men could find as constituting the 

base of mutual appreciation and relaxation. Given the 

variety of goals which men are said to pursue, inspired by 

different and various "ways of life," and "worlds of meaning," 

constituted by different constellations of values, goals, 

rules, and expectations, the one thing common to all is goal 

achieving, even if the goals are different. It is not the 

ideas of values, goals, rules and expectations which are 

common in human existence, but the achieving of them. If 

virtue is conceived as an aid in goal achieving and if 

happiness, as construed here, is the goal of human action, 

there is no reason why virtue could not constitute the 

object of mutual appreciation and relaxation among 

contemporary men. 

The next consideration, then, seems to be one of 

9p1ato Republic 505-510. 

10Aristotle Nicomachean Ethics 1169a-1178, and 1097b-
1098b; and Thomas Aquinas Summa Theologiae I-II, 3, 2 and 5. 
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scholars determining which faculties men have which enable 

them to achieve goals. The classical thinkers seem to have 

given certain insights into this problem. Namely, men have 

a capacity to handle ideas, the capacity and faculty to think 

about goals and means to achieve them. What are these 

faculties, and how are they connected to virtue and 

friendship? 

The point which cannot be emphasized too much is 

that the classical thinkers were, in fact, not concerned with 

notions of friendship as defined at the beginning of this 

essay. They were not concerned with describing the 

"experiencing of activities." Rather, they were concerned 

with describing generally, the structures or faculties which 

men have enabling them to experience and act, to handle ideas, 

strive, and see themselves apart from others. Hence, when 

discussing virtue, helps in striving toward goals, they 

attempted to relate the virtues logically to each other, 

pointing out the objects pertinent to each virtue, their 

causes and effects, not how one underwent their influence or 

strove to achieve their presence in his dispositions. 11 The 

contribution of the classical thinkers can be seen, then, in 

11For example see Aquinas' discussion of virtue, 
Summa Theologiae I-II, 55-67. It is significant that virtue 
in the dispositions was assumed to develop by participating 
in virtuous action, but no real connection is drawn between 
the action in which one engages and change in dispositions; 
it is simply assumed that it happens. Summa Theologiae 
I-II, 55, 3 and Nicomachean Ethics 1103 and 11056. 



18 

the demonstration of structures of certain intellectual 

faculties, not in terms of their actuality in human experience. 

The first step toward understanding the faculties of 

human nature upon which the classical notion of virtue was 

built is that of self-awareness. A manifestation of the 

abundance and potency of human nature, as well as being a 

portion of the apprehensive faculty, it was simply the 

capacity of the individual to direct his attention toward 

his own sensations and objectify them, becoming aware of 

himself and constituting a whole being by grasping himself. 12 

For all three thinkers, this was a manifestation of man's 

capacity to know contingent, particular, and material 

reality. For all three, it was a way of knowing which was 

necessary for purposes of control, so that these sensations 

did not interfere with the capacity of the person to handle 

concepts. 13 For Plato, this was the only purpose served by 

such control, since concepts were innate and awareness of 

them was prompted by recollection. 14 For Aristotle and 

12Thomas Aquinas Summa Theologiae I, 17, 2; I, 87, 
3; I, 18, 3; Aristotle De~ll'.256; and Plato Theatetus 
155d-157c, and Republic50"3=5Io'. See especially !umma 
Theologiae I, ff!, 1, where it is mentioned that man becomes 
aware ot himself through his acts. See also Summa 
Theologiae I, 115, l for a discussion of act expanding into 
act. 

13Plato Symposium 210, Republic 443; Aristotle 
De Anima 432; Thomas Aquinas Summa Tiieologiae I, 85, 6 
especially for the common sensibles, and I, 81, 3. 

14Plato Meno 81, and Republic 510-511. 
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Aquinas, the sensations were the channels through which 

knowledge of the outside world passed. 15 They constituted 

the apprehensive faculties on a level which prepared images 

for their formation into concepts by the passive and active 

intellect, the ·other portions of the apprehensive faculty. 16 

Control of the sensations by the will resulted in an 

accurate picture of one's self, and his environment. Virtue 

at this level consisted in striving toward the accuracy of 

the picture. 

It is at this juncture that the first glimmerings or 

the classical notion of the hurnan•s participation in being 

comes into perspective. Namely, the capacity to strive for 

an accurate picture of one's environment and to control 

one's self was claimed tor the human being as distinctly his 

own, existing at the point where material and physical 

15trhomas Aquinas Summa Theologiae I, 17, 2; I, 85, 
2; and I, 18, 3; Aristotle De Anima 4256, Metaphysics 980-
982. There are five external senses, the beginning points 
of knowledge, receiving color, odor, and tacticle quality. 
Sensible quality is received by more than one sense and these 
are size, shape, number, motion, and rest. Thomas Aquinas 
Summa Theologiae I, 78, 4; and Aristotle De Anima 426b-428a. 
Internal senses must be known by reflection since they 
consider the yield of the external senses cumulatively. 
These are the common sense, the imagination sense and the 
estimative. 

16Thomas Aquinas Summa Theologiae I, 19, 2 and 3; 
I, 19, 4 and l; I, 84, 7; I, 85, 1; I-II, 93, 1; I, 34, l; 
I, 107, l; l, 37, 1, and Contra Gentiles IV, II, and I, 53, 
and Aristotle De Anima 429a-43oa. The intellect culminates 
the apprehensive tacuity. It is composed of a passive 
potency which receives images from the senses and an active 
intellect which places the images before the mind, understand
ing is produced when the intellect becomes aware ot the idea 
before its attention. 
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reality seemed to give way to something not totally 

explainable, but nevertheless, demonstrable. It is at this 

juncture, too, that, while admitting existential unity, the 

separations and distinctions between the intellectual 

faculty or apprehensive faculty and the will or appetitive 

faculty can be noticed. Not only are these faculties 

separated, but for all three thinkers they are manifes

tations of the potent and abundant aspects of human nature in 

that they can be activated and move being, the human being, 

away from himselr. 17 

The apprehensive faculty was considered to contain 

an intellect which could be activated in several ways. It 

could, first of all, simply define and say that a certain 

entity or proposition "is. 1118 Whether the definition was 

accurate was irrelevant, the crucial aspect being that 

intellectual could in tact posit a certain thing to be, as 

a universal, "whole. 1119 The intellect could also separate 

ideas or definitions from each other, or the whole. 20 It 

l7Aristotle Nicomachean Ethics 1103a and De Anima 
429b-430; Thomas Aqulnas Summa Theoiogiae I., 115., --:;., I, '79., 
2., and I., 84., 3., and I-II., 47, 2. 

18Aristotle Meta~lytsics 980-982., 1011-1012 and 
Posterior Anal{tics 1!a-., Plato Re1ublic 514., Theatetus 
18'7b., and Soph st 285b; and Thomas qulnas Summa Theologiae 
I, 85., 3. 

19Aristotle Posterior Analltics lOOa-b and Metaphysics 
ll02b-ll03a; Plato Phaedo 75~ and epublic 484b; Thomas 
Aquinas Summa Theologiae I., ~5, 3. 

20Aristotle on Interpretation 16a-b, also the 
categories for the capaci~y ot the mind to grasp a substance 
and see Its parts or accidents. Plato Philebus 17b; and 
Thomas Aquinas Summa Theologiae I, 85, 5. 
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could focus attention on a certain idea or reach into the 

memory for past ideas or those or which one was not or had 

not been conscious. 21 It could also posit that a notion was 

not conformity to other notions or to reality. 22 

The distinct contributions or the classical thinkers 

to an understanding or humam nature is the development or an 

awareness or man's capacity to attend to and recognize things 

around him, through the apprehensive faculty, be they 

material things or immaterial moral qualities seen in the 

actions or other human beings. The problem is that they did 

not really explain how a man could know himself, his own 

apprehensive and appetitive faculties as a whole individual 

person with feelings and emotions. The only way he could 

know these was by comparing his experiences with a universal 

concept or man,23 but there was no way or knowing the 

emotional experiences themselves. This is highly significant 

because while there was provision made for general concepts 

21Aristotle Metaphysics 980-982; Thomas Aquinas Summa 
Theo1og1ae I, 84, 7, and I, 86, l; and Plato Meno 81c, 85d, 
98a, P 1lebus 34c, and Theaetetus 198d. -

22Aristotle categories llb-14a; Plato Sophist 257b, 
and Thomas Aquinas Summa Theologiae I, 85, 6 and 2. 

23Aristotle Posterior Anal~ics l00a-b; Thomas Aquinas 
Summa Theolo~iae I, 84, 1, and I, , 1. This is so in spite 
or the tactfiat Aquinas in Summa Theologiae I-II, 22-30 is 
concerned with the emotions, since the treatment concerns not 
experience or emotions, but their classification, causes, and 
relations. For a discussion or the problems with sense 
perception see F. M. Cornford, Plato's Theor~ of Knowledge 
(London: Routledge and Kegan Paul ttd., 193 ):-
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and their formulation, reflection on oneself was not provided 

adequately, especially the conscience and where it looked as 

a basis for judging actions. Another problem was concerned 

with the origin of the general concept of man. Was it 

society or the individual or both? To which did man look 

when judging himself. The notion is that while a person might 

not be able to exist outside of society and disentangle 

himself from its goals, he could become aware of what they 

were. 

What then, is the appetitive faculty? Just as 

attention in the apprehensive faculty is focused through the 

sense and the intellect, for purposes of drawing information 

into being, with the person capable of focusing attention on 

the senses in an act of conscious awareness, there is a second 

act of self-awareness focused on the emotions and will, whereby 

man becomes aware of these faculties, together constituting 

the appetitive faculty. 24 In contrast with the apprehensive 

faculty, the appetitive faculty moves the person out into 

the environment in search of that which will constitute the 

goodness and perfection of his nature. The appetites are 

potencies toward or inclinations toward those things which are 

perceived as good by the senses, emotions, and will. 25 These 

24Aristotle De Anima 415a; and Thomas Aquinas Summa 
Theologiae I, 87, 2;--r, 81, l; and I, 44, l; and I, 23, 2; 
and Plato Republic 579-580. 

25Ar1stotle Nicomachean Ethics lll7b-1120; and Thomas 
Aquinas Summa Theologlae I-II, 37, ~. The sense appetites are 
an inclination toward a sensible good. The object of the 
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are goals posited as good, toward which the person will 

strive. The assumption is that the senses, emotions, and 

intellect all have needs for certain activities which will 

satisfy their reasons for existence, and the appetitive 

faculty directs the search. Awareness of this faculty, too, 

is a manifestation of the abundance of human nature. 

The significant thing is that the senses, emotions, 

and will and intellect can all posit respective notions of 

good, but the order in which they will be achieved should be 

set by the intellect and will. Thus, the emotions must be 

attended to such that they are receptive and their energy 

can be marshaled on behalf of the goal posited by the 

intellect and wil1.26 Such marshaled energy constitutes 

a disposition, the constancy of which is virtue or moral 

quality, the means with which one strives for a goal. 

concupiscible appetite is sensible good conceived as plea
surable and the satisfaction or the potency with the 
possession of the good as it construes it. Aristotle 
Nicomachean Ethics 1115b-lll7b and Thomas Aquinas Summa 
Theo!oglae I-II 22-48. The object of the irascible sense 
is the good as arduous. Summa Theologiae I, 82, 5. The 
intellectual appetite, the will, is the inclination toward 
the good as known by the intellect. Assuming that the 
appetites strive tor the good, they can be classified as 
passions in terms of their approximation to the good toward 
which they strive. Corresponding to the will, love is the 
passion motivating action with desire corresponding to the 
sensory appetites with hate and aversion their negatives. 
In the face of obstacles, frustrations can be expressed by 
hope, daring, anger, fear, and despair. Achievement of the 
good sought in both, results in rest, joy, or pleasure with 
possession of the good sought. 

26Aristotle Nicomachean Ethics 1139, and Thomas 
Aquinas Summa Theologiae I-II 10, 3; I, 87, 104; and I, 81, 
3; and Plato Republic 523-524. 
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It is the distinct contribution of the classical 

thinkers that they developed an understanding of man as 

purposeful and capable of establishing ends and goals for 

himself toward which he would strive. 27 However, there is no 

attempt to see the goals as part of a way of life or world of 

meaning. While goals might have been related to values, 

rules, and expectations, there was no notion of what might 

be the specified content of perfection, what the focal 

points of the ways of life might be, how a way of life might 

be specified, and what the experience of striving toward 

goals might be like.28 There is a notion of what constitutes 

assistance in this striving, virtue or moral qualities, but 

no notion of the experiences which one must go through in 

order to struggle through the achieving. In the second place, 

there is no notion of a renewal of commitment or recommitment 

to a goal once it has been posited. There is a notion of 

27Thomas Aquinas Summa Theologiae I-II, l; Aristotle 
Physics 200a; and Republic 506, Phllebus 20d, and 
Euthydemus 278e. 

28Aristotle Nicomachean Ethics 1177a and 1178; 
Thomas Aquinas Summa Theologlae I-II, 3, 4; I, 88, 2 and 3; 
and Plato Re1ub1ic 5o6-508. The pursuit of perfection for 
man was happ ness and happiness was a life of contemplation 
or thought. It is possible to say that no "content was 
specified" since what one thought about, the idea, itself was 
not specified; thought or con·templation was pursued for the 
sheer enjoyment of thinking. It could take place anytime, 
anywhere and about anything. This point is not brought out 
by the classical thinkers while it remains implicit. This 
was true even tor Aquinas who says that the object of human 
thought should be God; but he is quick to point out that 
men's understanding of God is limited. 
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becoming in the apprehensive faculty, therefore, but none in 

the appetitive or moral faculty. Personal conversion took 

the form of a one-step commitment, with no notion of achieve

ment and the positing or another goal for the person in terms 

of a way of life. 29 In the third place, there is a notion of 

attention, looking at, observing the emotions, for purposes 

or control, but there is no notion or focusing the attention 

through the emotions to see what they can tell about the 

environment or about personal limitations and potentialities. 

While all the ways or awareness or faculties 

discussed so far have been cast in terms of being as 

abundant with potential faculties which could be activated, 

it is at this point that one can find different notions of 

being between Plato, on the one hand, and Aristotle and 

Aquinas on the other, which differences have consequences 

for the ways in which they conceived friendship. For Plato, 

knowing was tantamount to being good; the problem was how to 

know it, not being good.30 One had emotions but did not have 

potentiality for or inclination toward being good prior to 

knowing and being aware of good. Once he thought or recalled 

how to be good, he was however automatically good because the 

emotions were favorably disposed to the intellect. Being 

29Aristotle Nicomachean Ethics 1113a. Indeed, in 
Plato, there is no notion or personal commitment as the base 
of life or meaning of existence. Only knowing is found here. 

30p1ato Republic 441-442. 
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good was, therefore, a passage from lack and deficiency or 

non-being to being.31 For Aristotle and Aquinas, one could 

know what was good for him, but not have the dispositional 

strength to be good. However, within man's dispositions, 

there was a potentiality and an inclination to be good.32 

Being good, was, therefore, a becoming, an actualization of 

potentiality, which was also a manifestation of being as 

abundant. Given Plato's assumptions, if one did not possess 

a virtue, or did not know how to strive to achieve a goal, 

he would go to another person who had it and simply watch 

him as he engaged in activities. 33 There was no description 

of how this "watching" proceeded. The person possessing 

the virtue could not help him to know it, but only hope that 

by his example and actions, the person not possessing the 

virtue would be prompted to recognize and recall some notion 

of the virtue, but this by exercising his faculties to reason. 

It was in this way, by exercising his own faculties of reason, 

that one becomes virtuous, not by formulating ideas of values, 

rules, and goals, himself. Also, the person lacking the 

31Plato LYsis 221d, Symposium 200a-b, 203-204b and 
210-212a; and Pha7iarus 237d. Love, tor instance, is based 
on lack, and desire, the use of another to attain virtue. 

32Aristotle Nicomachean Ethics 1130a; Thomas Aquinas 
Summa Theologiae I-II, 63, 1 and I-II, 56, 1. 

33Laws 709e-710b, 695a-696c, 711, 763, 8o7-808d, 
718c-e. The notion that virtue could be transmitted or given 
to another by example is pronounced in the.!!.!!!· 
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virtue struggled alone to achieve virtue 1 assisted only by 

his capacity to observe another who could not really assist 

him through dialogue but only asking questions.34 The notion 

would seem to be that when virtues or moral qualities are 

assumed to be different and either present or absent in the 

activities or people 1 men can become aware of them only by 

watching and desiring to watch those who are different 

from themselves in moral qualities. Again1 there is no 

description of the "watching" nor what one can do to 

facilitate the "watching." Also 1 men associate with others 

whose virtues they lack but desire to possess 1 in order to 

use them to attain the virtues they lack. 

One might ask several questions or Plato at this 

time. How does one who acts virtuously attract the attention 

of one who does not know nor have virtue potentially within 

himself? The more difficult problem is that or demonstra

ting how the one without virtue can know the particular 

virtuous person in his actions and questions well enough 

so that virtue can be recognized or recalled 1 this 1 given 

Plato's conclusion that one can have only knowledge or 

universals. What real value can simply observing actions 

of a virtuous person serve in recognizing virtue 1 especially 

34The pursuit or knowledge portrayed in the Meno was 
not dialogical. It was simply questioning with no -
innovation on the part or the respondent 1 as is true in all 
the Platonic dialogues. The intent was merely to enable the 
person to recollect by responding. For a very ambiguous 
discussion or exactly how education proceeds 1 see Ernest 
Barker1 The Political Thought or Plato and Aristotle {New 
York: Dover Pub!lcation1 Inc.;-J.959). - · 
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if awareness of particulars through sensation and emotions 

does not result in knowledge? Plato does begin to answer the 

first question by calling attention to the fact that a ruler 

who desires to inspire others must be "bold," "high souled," 

and prepare himself for a life of "exertion. 1135 The other 

questions are not really faced. 

If it is, however, as Aristotle and Aquinas suggest, 

that men possess potencies for virtues whose emotions are 

favorably disposed toward virtuous activities, a different 

situation appears. once men become aware of their appre

hensive and appetitive faculties, they become aware of 

another capacity they have which is not a faculty as 

Aristotle and Aquinas would conceive of a faculty. 36 It is 

rather a disposition or a yearfiing to give themselves to 

another, and the self that they give is their person, a gift 

of knowledge and love which is moral quality or virtue.37 

35p1ato Laws 709e-7lOb, 695a-696c, 712, 763, 718c-e. 
At this time, I do not see any extended attention given to 
this problem in any of the dialogues. 

36There is a question as to whether friendship is a 
faculty or a disposition. "Faculty" means capacity to 
perform a given psychological operation or activity, see 
"Glossary," in Summa Theologiae, Vol. XII, ed. by Blackfriars 
(New York: McGraw-Hill Book co., Inc., 1968), p. 189. It 
would seem that this yearning could be called a faculty, but 
it is rather referred to as a "disposition," i.e., a state 
of tendency between potency and actuality. See Thomas 
Aquinas Summa Theologiae I-II, 50, 4; and I, 87, 2. 

37Aristotle Nicomachean Ethics 1166a, 1156b; and 
Thomas Aquinas Summa Theo!ogiae I-II, 27, 3; and I, 115, l. 
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It is not only a search for a virtuous person whom they can 

admire, but also a search for a person who simply has a 

potency for virtues and who can thus be the receiver and 

appreciator of a gift of virtue. 38 This third self-awareness 

is simply a manifestation of the abundance of being which 

Aristotle and Aquinas detect in men which is a longing by a 

person to tell others who he is, the virtues he possesses, 

and those he is striving to possess.39 The giving of one's 

person is on the level of knowledge and love and must be 

given to another person, but the question is how to find a 

being that is at once a person so it can be loved, and yet 

is distinct so that communication is real and not monologue. 

Aquinas solves this with the principle of similitude.40 If 

a person is like me, for example, he is at once distinct 

rrom me, and able to receive communication since similitude 

implies distinctness. At the same time, he is one with me 

precisely by likeness. In virtue of the oneness, knowing 

~im is tantamount to knowing myself, to finding myself a 

second time and the way is logically prepared for a giving 

of one's self to another person. In the eXpression of one's 

~irtue to another person, there is something like friendship 

38rrhomas Aquinas Summa Theologiae I-II, 27, 3. 

39Ibid., I, 115, Abundance is the capacity of being 
~o act, the expansion into act which is the urge of 
~erfection or actuality to communicate itself. 

40 Ibid., I-II, 27, 3. 
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existing in that there is a mutual appreciation for a common 

characteristic. Mutual appreciation is simply looking at 

another person in terms of awe and admiration as a being 

apart from oneself, not in terms of utility. It is this way 

of looking at another person that becomes articulated in 

self-revelation. In that knowledge of virtue depends on 

the emotions, sensations and dispositions for Aristotle and 

Aquinas, their problem is not that of Plato, for whom know

ledge of virtue did not depend on these lower faculties. 

Therefore, one made another aware of his virtue through 

the dispositions, using dialogue consisting of particular 

examples to draw relationships pleasing to the senses and 

emotions by means or which he demonstrated and described 

the structures or mind and faculties with which he handled 

ideas.41 Through such examples and relationships, the other 

person could know how to activate his faculties. Again, 

however, it was a process of demonstrating the exercising of 

faculties of reason and appreciating them, not the 

formulating or ideas of values, rules, and goals, in spite 

or the fact that it was, in the case of Aristotle and Aquinas, 

a process of demonstrating and describing, not recollection. 

While the explanation of Aristotle and Aquinas 1s 

much more satisfactory in that they attach demonstration 

and description to the way in which virtues can be known and 

41Ibid., I, 117, l. 
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mutually appreciated by persons 1 several questions remain. 

The most important one concerns how specific1 different 1 and 

distinct 1 manifestations of moral qualities can be mutually 

recognized in act and dialogue. This would not be a problem 

for Plato1 since virtue appeared the same in all its 

individual manifestations. However1 for Aristotle and 

Aquinas 1 the same virtue appeared in different specific 

persons and surrounding different goals; the problem was how 

to see the same virtue in its specific and particular 

manifestations. How could the same virtue be seen in 

different words and actions? In the second place 1 what made 

the activation of faculties of reason moral? How was virtue 

and goodness attached to them? In the third place 1 what was 

the nature of the response of the person to the one who had 

offered himself in a gift of knowledge and love? What type 

of reply is appropriate here 1 beyond a notion of reciprocity 

and appreciation and what are these notions242 

What 1 then 1 is the connection between the three types 

or self-awareness 1 the three faculties 1 and friendship? To 

answer this question is to gain an insight into the chief 

contribution which the classical thinkers made to an under

standing or friendship. The three faculties 1 appetitive 1 

apprehensive 1 and self-e.xpressiveness1 are all faculties which 

were demonstrated and described by the classical thinkers 

42Aristotle Nicomachean Ethics 1156b; and Thomas 
Aquinas Summa Theologiaett-111 231 I; and I-II1 2713. There 
are notions of reciprocity but no explanations. 
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which made it possible for a man to understand himself as a 

purposeful and goal-oriented creature whose nature consisted 

in striving, which striving was a consideration in and of 

itself, separated from the end result and product of the 

striving. The unique thing is, however, that the classical 

thinkers, while not really aware of this, and not making a 

point of it, were describing man as not wholly a creature of 

striving. Rather, in their articulation of the faculties, 

they implied awareness of them simply because they wrote of 

and described them. 43 In this, they described man as 

having some reserved awareness, some abundance which was 

never exhausted in striving, but which accompanied the 

striving. Man is never totally absorbed, totally exhausted 

and extended out by his activity, striving, and work. The 

reserve is not thought about goals, but thought of and 

awareness of thought about goals. The significance of this 

for friendship can be found in the fact that part of this 

awareness can be extended out to other selves, other persons, 

not only one's own apprehensive and appetitive faculties. 

43Ar1stotle Metaphysics 1051a and Thomas Aquinas Summa 
Theologiae I, 87, l. These are the only discussion which 
approacfi the development of the notion which remains, for the 
most part, implicit in their work. Here, attention is called 
to the idea that the intellect knows itself in its acts. 
Such a notion could not be developed by the Platonist at all 
since the intellect did not act, but participated in 
intelligible forms. But neither develop the notion of what 
this awareness is. 
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This means that as one engages in activities, he is doing 

other things and is demonstrated to be capable of doing other 

things besides striving toward the goal. He can be aware of 

himself in the striving, he can see goodness in himself in 

the striving, he can enjoy the striving, and he can extend 

the same awareness to other persons. While he is working 

with them, men can be aware of persons in ways not confined 

to the activity and the person as acting or doing. The 

point is, that through demonstrating the faculties, the 

classical thinkers made it possible to show how men could 

become aware of each other on a structural level. Given the 

demonstration of structural faculties and capacities each 

person possessed as well as the capacities these faculties 

had to become aware of other existents other than themselves, 

how one could recognize another was described in embryonic 

form. The points at which they failed to demonstrate this 

possibility fully, especially concerning the experience of 

striving, have been noted and will constitute future 

preoccupation in other chapters of the dissertation. The 

point must be stressed that friendship is something over and 

above the role specified by society and the faculties and 

awareness of them make this type of relationship possible. 

Attention must be called to another significant 

point which is not given the consideration which it deserves. 

It is simply that the classical thinkers assumed no technical 

perspective or standpoint from which to say the things they 
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did. They spoke of man and the world as they saw it, 

claiming only to see it more fully than the ordinary man 

because they thought about it more, which thinking was 

assumed to be a natural capacity of the person. Such an 

awareness of the world and man was available to anyone who 

took the time and effort to think. 

Another notion which the classical thinkers developed 

which might have significance for a contemporary meaning for 

friendship is that of the dispositions.44 The dispositions, 

as conceived by these thinkers, were certain orderly rela

tions among the parts of a faculty, such as the intellect, 

the will, the apprehensive, or the appetitive faculties.45 

rhey were a certain orderly state between the capacity of 

the faculty to act and its actualization. 46 Before a 

faculty could act, its parts had to be arranged, and men 

could arrange these parts themselves or other men could, in 

certain instances, arrange these parts for others. 47 The 

significant thing is that the whole person, prior to action, 

could be understood to have a disposition toward a certain 

object. 48 In this type of situation, the emotions had been 

44Aristotle Oltegories 8b-lla, and Metaph{sics 1022-
10238; and Thomas Aquinas Summa Theologiae I-II, 9-54. 

45Ar1stotle Metaphysics 1022b; and Thomas Aquinas 
Summa Theologiae I-II, 49, 4. 

46Thomas Aquinas Summa Theologiae I-II, 50, 4. 

47Aristotle Nioomaohean Ethics 1102a-113lb; and Thomas 
Aquinas Summa Theologlae I-II, 51, 2. 

48Thomas Aquinas Summa Theologiae I-II, 50, 2. 
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or submitted to prior conditioning by the intellect and 

will. 49 Attention is not devoted to how this ordering 

proceeds and what an ordering experience would be like. 

However, room in the classical conception of man was made 

for it. Too, room was made for the possibility that friend

ship might be of assistance in such orderly arranging of the 

faculties of the person prior to action.5° It is in this 

way that, while there is no real notion of personal 

becoming, there is a notion of one person helping another 

person to achieve a goal. Provision is made for such 

assistance in so far as persons are aware of each other 

when they are achieving a goal. When men are acting, they 

are, in the process, achieving a goal, but in acting, some

thing is happening to them personally in so far as their 

49Ibid., I-II, 51, l. 

50ibid., I-II, 51, 3; and I-II, 52, 2; and Aristotle 
Nicomachean Ethics 1155a. Part of this can be understood in 
so tar as rriendsh1p was understood as a relationship. See 
Martin Ostwald., "Glossary of Technical Terms," in Nicomachean 
Ethics (New York: Bobbs-Merrill Co., 1962), p. 312. 
Relationship meant that three elements ensted together: A 
subject, which was a cause of generation; a term, which is 
that which is generated; and a foundation that by which the 
subject is referred to the term. Aristotle Metaphysics 
l013a-l025a and Thomas Aquinas Summa Theologlae I, 137; I, 28, 
l; I, 29., 4; I., 776. All three elements had to coalesce to 
constitute a relationship, and thus friendship. The subject 
is a friend., whose thoughts and actions directed toward 
another person produce or generate a term., another friend, 
and the foundation which depends upon the reason why the 
generation began in the first place. This is a theoretical 
description of how it might be possible for men to relate 
without the rules and specifications of society. 



dispositions must be ordered before they can act toward the 

goal. When they order their dispositions and strive to 

achieve a goal, through awareness, they are also able to 

become aware of others and be of assistance in ordering 

their dispositions. While exactly how this mutual ordering 

would take place is not discussed, there is room made for 

its possibility. 

In order to understand the relationship between 

friendship and the state, it would be helpful to return to 

the notion of friendship and action, as articulated by 

Aristotle.51 On several occasions, Aristotle refers to 

friendship as an activity.52 Friendship as having action 
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as a quality would be seen as having four causes; formal, 

efficient, material, and fina1.53 If the final cause is 

what the relationship is intended to accomplish there were 

three types of friendship, in terms of the nature of the 

intention behind the wish of "good will" directed toward 

another. What one intended to accomplish by wishing another 

51rt is not as easy to relate friendship to the 
state in the thought of Plato as it is for Aristotle. The 
only exception would be the Laws and Letters from which 
several inferences will be made later. For Aristotle, it 
is not necessary to infer relations between the two as his 
Nicomachean Ethics contains an entire book on friendship. 

52Aristotle Nicomachean Ethics 1171b, 1169b, 1155, 
1157b-1158a, 1167a-b, 11636. 

53Aristotle Metaphysics 1013a-1014b. 
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good determined the type of friendship.54 When the motive 

of the affection is usefulness, the partners feel affection 

for each other because they both satisfy a need felt by the 

other. It is an indication of human need and deprivation, 

the object being a material good which can satisfy a sensual 

need. A second type of friendship is engaged with pleasure 

as the motive. Persons wish the good of others, engage in 

joint activities simply for the pleasure which mutual company 

provides. Persons are looked upon as objects capable of 

fulfilling emotional needs. The significant thing about 

these two types of friendship in terms of final cause or 

reason why they exist is that they are incidental. The good 

which they seek is incidental and the friendship is also 

incidental. The relationship is a means to another thing 

which is considered to be good. They are relations in which 

likeness is an object or the affection in that a similar 

character is at the root of the attraction. However, the 

likenesses are extrinsic, accidental, and incidental in that 

usefulness and pleasantness can vary to a wide degree and 

the constellation in which they are arranged can change, 

with the result that the relationship cannot be continued 

since the likeness is gone, and constellations collide. The 

third type of friendship is a manifestation of man's 

abundance. It is an activity or relationship in which a 

54Aristotle Nicomachean Ethics 1156-1157. 
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person wishes for the good of another, and will do that which 

is best for another for the person's sake, not for his own, 

not because he needs to.55 This is purely a notion of a man 

engaging in activities for the need of another person, not 

his own need. For the persons engaging in the activity, it 

is an indication that either he has no needs, is sufficient, 

or can rise above the need and deny its satisfaction without 

detrimental repercussions. The likeness which provides the 

impetus for mutual affection is a common possession of 

virtue or a potency for this, and the activity is engaged in 

for the continuation ot the virtuous lives of both persons. 

The relationship is not incidental, nor is the good sought 

incidental because while the relationship is not sought for 

usefulness or pleasure, these might result. The good of 

the other is the reason for the relation, something more 

permanent and intrinsic to the persons, something which 

could never collide with the personal wishes of he who is 

wishing. The attitude of the wisher is determined, not by 

himself, but by what the other person is, not by incidental 

considerations.56 The important notion here is that the good 

of the other person is known by the intellect and will, not 

sensation and emotions. This is a special type of knowing 

which utilizes apprehensive and appetitive faculties, but only 

the intellectual and voluntary aspects or them. 

55Ibid., 1155a. 

56Ibid., 1156. 
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The significance of friendship from the standpoint of 

its final cause can be seen by considering it from the stand

point of its formal cause, what is being done within the 

friendship relation. The nature of friendship will vary, too, 

in terms or the nature of the activity in which one is 

engaging while participating in the friendship relation. The 

nature of friendship will vary with the kind of action which 

is the occasion for its existence, and friendship always 

occurs within such an occasion, never in isolation from 

another action which is its formal cause.57 This means that 

the friendship which exists in the family will be different 

from that found in the state. There will also be different 

types of friendship found in the various associations which 

make up the state. Aristotle makes a point that the nature 

of friendship existing in the political community must and 

will be different from that existing in any other portion 

of the state, since the purpose of the state is different 

from the other associations. The political community, for 

Aristotle, does not aim at advantages which are incidental, 

i.e., material, useful, pleasurable, only. Rather, the 

political community eXists for "what is advantageous for the 

whole of life. 1158 This suggests that Aristotle intended to 

57Ibid., 1160-1163. 

58 6 Ibid., 11 Oa. This was, of course, for the ideal 
state. The constitution of each state would differ 
according to the type of friendship which existed. 
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say that only friendship of the third type, that engaged in 

for the sake of the good life of the person was appropriate 

for the relationship or men in the state. The import or this 

notion is that friendship as wishing for the good of another 

person for his own sake is the accompaniment or a state which 

exists for the "whole life" or its people. It is assumed 

that men should look positively toward others in terms of 

seeing the moral qualities they possess and what they can 

give in this regard to each other, or what they can learn 

from each other.59 The n.otion of which Aristotle writes 

here is that of a state of being whereby one person looks 

for and wishes the good of another person. The attitude is 

not toward other men in general or cumulatively. 

It is possible to see, here, the difference in 

thrust between Plato, on the one hand, and Aristotle and 

Aquinas, on the other. Plato is writing from the standpoint 

or the receiver or either material needs or moral qualities 

and Aristotle is writing from the standpoint of the giver, 

each having a unique state or consciousness toward the other. 

The problem is that Plato never really describes the state 

of consciousness or one who does not have virtue but simply 

appreciates it for its own sake with the possibility of 

achieving it through appreciation. Aristotle and Aquinas 

59p1ato Laws 738d-c, 77ld-c, 753c-d, 743c, 763, 871, 
868, 7180-e, 8o1-8o8d, 7llb-d. The idea in all these 
quotations seems to be that rules should display their 
virtue by allowing others to observe their good examples. 
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never really describe the nature of this state of conscious

ness either. However, for Plato, men always approached 

another virtuous person from a utilitarian state of mind, 

looking at the person in terms of what he could get from 

him through the association. For Plato, this is not a 

problem. While Aristotle and Aquinas might not fully 

articulate the structure of consciousness which is pure 

appreciation, Aristotle is quick to note the problems which 

are present in a state within which people look at each 

other only negatively, in terms of what use they can have 

for each other, noting what others lack and which lack is to 

their advantage, rather than looking for positive moral 

qualities which can be simply appreciated for what they are 

or what can be given. 60 

In terms of the capacities of friendship, Aristotle 

saw the existence of the third type of friendship among 

persons within a state as being the thing which held states 

together. 61 He does not elaborate the repercussions of the 

lack of friendship in a state, but is fairly explicit in the 

remarks he does make. When friendship does not exist, men 

become concerned with material advantages and cease to deny 

themselves for the good of others. Factions are the 

consequence and a different state of mind or consciousness 

becomes prevalent. Instead of looking upon fellow citizens 

60Aristotle Nicomachean Ethics 1167b. 

61Ibid., 1155a. 
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as other persons with needs which others can supply, each 

watches the other in jealousy and seeks to prevent him from 

getting what he needs. Nor, do men look to each other in 

terms of examples they might emulate. 

Aristotle states his position relative to this matter 

in this way: 

••• Bad men, on the other hand, cannot live in 
concord, except to a small extent, any more than they 
can be friends. They aim at more than their share when 
material advantages are to be gotten, but fall short 
when it comes to exertion and to the performances. Each 
of them has these wishes only for himself; on his 
neighbor he keeps a jealous eye and prevents him {from 
~etting what he wants). For unless they have on guard 
(against one another), the common good goes to ruin. 
So faction comes to be rift among them, they force one 
another to do what is just, though they are themselves 
unwilling to do it.62 

The significant thing is that Aristotle saw that if 

friendship is absent and men are seeking their own good 

selfishly, the only way in which the common good can exist 

is if persons are constantly watching the others for signs 

of their neighbor's greed, rather than their needs. While 

Aristotle might have pointed out this consequence for the 

state and the notion of common good, he did not point out 

the consequences which this mental set toward political 

activities could have on the moral capacities of the 

individual, and which repercussions could enter back into 

the nature of the state and the common good via the individual 

and his mental set or outlook on life. 
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While Plato does not explain the psychological and 

metaphysical implications or this mental set he has a very 

real appreciation tor the role which friendship plays within 

the state, saying that it must exist if men are to know each 

other well enough to elect the most deserving men to otfice. 63 

He says, too, that law can create the conditions within which 

friendship can exist. It can, first or all, constrain wants 

and desire so that through greed they will not injure each 

other.64 Conformity to law does not result in friendship 

but law eXists so that men can be given incentive to control 

their selfishness and thus, with such control, facilitating 

the existence of friendship based on virtue. 

In the second place, it can create public functions 

and activities which give men occasions to enjoy the 

companionship of each other. 65 

In this connection, it is possible to see the 

distinctions Aristotle drew between friendship and justice, 

and their relations. Justice and friendship must be in 

some way concomitant. Aristotle says that friendship and 

63r.aws 738d-e. This is highly significant tor in 
the democril'Ic state with which Plato is dealing, justice is 
construed as giving awards and offices on the basis of 
election which is based on merit observed in candidates by 
electors. It is in this sense that it is through friendship 
that men know each other and justice results. 

6¾or example, see Plato's Laws, 707d, 667e, 731-732, 
842e-844e, 640, 695d, 693d-e, 842e-"82nla, 743, 740a-e, 923, 
691c-d, 737a, 919, 921b, 917b-918d, 920b-930c, 76le-762, 
767e, 797b, 798c-d, 8o8d. 

65Plato Laws, 738d-e, 766d-768d, 831-834, 781. 
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what is just exist in the same relationship and are 

coextensive in range.66 This is not elaboratedJ but it would 

seem that justice is the activity assumed for the good of 

the whole and in terms of the goal being pursued, which, for 

Aristotle was the distribution of awards and goods. 67 All 

that being done in terms of means for the whole and the 

goal of the activity would constitute justice. Those inter

personal activities pursued as means to the attainment of 

the goal, which can be distinguished as cooperative inter

personal activities and which can be pursued in for the 

good of the individual persons constitute friendship. It 

is in this area of means to the goal that friendship of the 

third type for the whole person and not simply useful is 

necessary if the goal of the whole enterprise is to be 

achieved. This is so in so far as within activities pursued 

as means, persons are involved and there are occasions for 

the selfish aspects of human nature to manifest themselves. 

Given awareness of this on the part of those involved, the 

pursuit of means can become the occasion for mutual 

supportive capacities to alleviate the situation somewhat. 

Friendship is described by Plato as facilitating the 

acceptance of law. Before a political figure can expect a 

law, which he has formed to be accepted, he must be on 

friendly terms with those from whom he wishes to elicit 

66Aristotle Nicomachean Ethics 1155a and 1159b. 

67Ibid., ll3la-b. 
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acceptance.68 He adds that "exhortation" and "advice" must 

precede enactment.69 He describes the relationship of friend

ship which must exist between the lawgiver and the citizens 

by comparing their relationship with that between a physician 

and patient. The origin of the relationship is a learning 

process whereby the lawgiver learns something about the 

citizens. Through interaction with them# he gains their 

support# and then persuades them that his prescription will 

best suit their needs.7° The persuasion is not law# but an 

educative process.71 This process of persuasion is itself a 

manifestation of friendship and depends upon friendship. 

One could conclude from this that friendship between 

the lawgiver and the citizens is necessary for the existence 

of the state. However# such friendship between men of 

political affairs themselves is also necessary for the 

founding of a state. The best discussion of this can be 

found in the Letters. The importance of loyal friends as a 

support to political power is emphasized frequently. 72 The 

significant thing is that virtue is said to be the only 

basis of durable friendship. 73 The ruler must first become 

68Plato f!!!_ 718d. 

69 Ibid.# 7l9c-720b. 

7oibid. # 720c-d. 

71Ibid. # 723. 

72Plato Letters 322d# 325c-q# 332b-c. 

73Ib1d.# 333e# 358c. 
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a friend with himself, i.e., a person of virtuous life. He 

must also encourage others to become friends.74 Virtue or 

goodness is defined in much the same way as in the other 

dialogues, self-control and wisdom. In the Laws, it is also 

noted that rulers must become friends with themselves. 75 

Degeneration of state begins with discord among rulers.76 

This brief discussion of contributions which friend

~hip made to the well-being of the state has not been meant 

~o be exhaustive. Indeed, there are many more references 

~o the good which accrues to the state in which friendship 

,ased on mutual appreciation of virtue exists. To my 

cnowledge there has been no effort of a scholarly nature 

nade to thoroughly search these out and present them in 

1ystematic fashion. The point here is, rather, that friend-

1hip exists at a unique place between means and ends, 

,ncompassing some aspects of both. 77 It is here that the 

74Ibid., 332d-e. 

75p1ato Laws 711. 

76Ibid., 691. 

77Aristotle Nicomachean Ethics 1155a. Here it is 
1aid, for example, ,:;n§t trienasn1.p is both "necessary and 
1oble," noble meaning an end, something for which men search 
~or simply for its own sake. Friendship as an end in itself 
.s best described as promoting utility and pleasure, 
!limination of slander, and risk, Nicomachean Ethics 1162a-b, 
ind 1158a-b. The opening remarks also contain such benefits 
ts an opportunity for benevolence, prosperity, elimination 
>frisk and minimizing factions within the state. 
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lassical philosophers were giving an aesthetic dimension to 

olitics. What this amounts to is simply that friendship 

oes become a means to the well-being of the state, and does 

ave benefits to individual persons in the state, but only 

fit is pursued as an end, an end in itself, something men 

imply want.78 If men want to engage in relationships in 

hich they appreciate the virtue in others and desire for 

ersons that which will be for their well-being, their 

irtuous lives, other advantageous results of a utilitarian 

nd material nature will follow. If, on the other hand, 

riendship is sought for the good which will result to one's 

elf, unless it be virtue, the friendship will not be a 

eneficial means to an end. This is because it will be 

ounded on things which are incidental and accidental, which 

efy the capacity of the mind as calculator to comprehend. 

nly the mind as contemplator can have the strength of 

ision and depth to understand and cope with the incidental 

nd accidental. The accompaniment of the mind as 

ontemplator is the person as friend, one who desires the 

:ood of others. 

A significant point in this linkage which the 

lassical thinkers did not see was the notion that when one 

.esires the good or another, he is abandoning concern for 

1imself, but in fact there is no dichotomy between the 

78Aristotle Nicomachean Ethics 1162b. 
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individual good of persons if one desires good for the other, 

and if the good which is desired is virtue. In fact, when 

one is concerned for others, his own good will result. As 

far as the readings or this scholar can tell, the classical 

thinkers do not fully articulate this notion, while it might 

be implicit in their writings. Nor is care taken by them to 

bring out the thinking behind this. 

This criticism is to point up another flaw in the 

way in which the classical thinkers approached a discussion 

or friendship. This criticism is directed toward Aristotle 

too, who, or the three thinkers considered, is least subject 

to criticism in this regard. There is a distinct lack or 

specificity and explanation as far as linking ethical 

prescriptions and descriptions with metaphysical presup

positions and demonstrations on the one hand, as well as 

with generalizations concerning the state and the political 

activities or man, on the other. For the most part, ethical 

descriptions are unsupported generalizations, lacking 

specific demonstrations linking the description with 

structured aspects of human nature. The best example or this 

occurs in the Eighth Book or the Nicomachean Ethics. At the 

outset, .Aristotle lists the benefits of friendship. He says 

there that friendship "stimulates noble actions ••• for 

with friends men are more able both to think and to act. 1179 
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In no place throughout Aristotle's works, however, can one 

find a description of why it is that two people are able to 

think and act better than one. Perhaps Plato is even more 

aware of the significance of such a description and offers 

an explanation or it at least in the sense that his works 

take a dialogical form. There is no description or demon

stration or how it is that two people might be able to think 

better than one person. On the other hand, as far as action 

is concerned, what type does Aristotle have in mind? 

Nowhere is there a linkage established between the type of 

actions in which two people might engage on the one hand 

and how this type of action might be incorporated into 

institutional structure and the operation or the state. 80 

For classical thinkers, friendship was the raison 

d•etre or the state. Men participated in activities with 

others, thereby creating the state and conditions which, in 

turn, facilitated friendship among themselves. 

8oPerhaps the closest Aristotle specifically comes to 
such a linkage can be found in Politics 1281a and 1295b where 
it is mentioned that friendship was the goal of the state, 
but there is no notion of specific action. Plato implies 
much the same thing in much the same way, raws 701d, 862b-c, 
640c-d, 693d-c, 738d-c, 77ld-e. Another place where 
Aristotle comes closest to linking friendship with specific 
political action influenced by the thought and action or 
friends is found in Aristotle Nicornachean Ethics 1167a-b, 
where political friendship is described as unanimity of 
thought and action. The discussion points out, however, only 
the significance or mental sets, not how ideas can be held in 
common or what types or action within the political 
structure are best carried out by friends. 



CHAPTER III 

MODERN REPLACEMENT OF FRIENDSHIP BY RIGHI1S 

This chapter intends to suggest that with modern 

political philosophy, the notions of what men would do to, 

for, and with each other have changed. The faculties 

developed by the classical thinkers with friendship as 

founded on virtue were no longer considered to be of public 

significance. Under the impact of modern utilitarianism, 

the conception of friendship as the raison d 1etre behind the 

state was replaced by that of rights. The conception of man 

as abundant and spontaneous, as well as capable or personal 

and moral development was banished from the realm of public 

and political concern and thought. The only type of 

relationship considered meaningful and significant in this 

realm was the specifiable and expected role defined by the 

expectancies gained from life in society. While individual 

creativity, liberty, and independence was acknowledged in the 

private sphere, such spontaneous and abundant aspects or the 

personality were not given public significance except in so 

far as one fought publicly for their preservation in the 
1 

private aspects or his existence. 

1Abundance is understood and used in the same way as 
developed in Chapter II. Spontaneity is understood as the 

50 



It might be suggested that this preoccupation with 

specifiable and definable roles might have occurred because 

the notion of personality, of individual moral development 
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and becoming had not been sufficiently recognized and 

described by the classical thinkers. In lieu of its 

recognition, other conceptions of man and his characteristics 

were allowed to occupy the consciousness of men. At any 

rate, it was assumed that the state and society existed 

to provide certain social and economic resources for the 

individual to perform his function or role; his use of these 

provisions in developing his personality was not subject 

to specification by the state or society nor of any public 

concern whatsoever, even in terms of its public consequences. 2 

Accordingly, a conception of rights was developed to 

protect the private within which the individual would develop 

himself. Men related to each other publicly, i.e., did 

things to, for and with each other publicly in terms of 

rights. Rights were conceived as a "guaranteed sphere of 

freedom of action. 11 3 "Sphere" was understood as a mental 

ability to choose, deliberate, and direct oneself according 
to principles considered to be one's own, remaining respectful 
of other persons even if these appeared in violation of social 
principles. It moved from automatic and unconscious accep
tance or social principles as one's own. 

2For a discussion of this problem in the history of 
western philosophy, see John Wild, Human Freedom and the 
Social Order (Durham, N.C.: Duke University Press;-1'95'9'). 

~or example, see w. D. Lamont, "Symposium: Rights," 
Proceedings of the Aristotelian Society, Supplementary 
Volume XXIV '{London: Harrison and sons, 1950), p. 94. 
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awareness or what the ·person could do and could not do to, 

tor, and with other persons. 4 With this awareness, they were 

concepts, institutions, ways or relating prescribed by 

society. They existed in the individual's mind, and under 

his own creation but were substantively posited there under 

the impetus or society. The individual's capacity to 

arrange and formulate concepts was never denied nor 

questioned. It was assumed that this was not significant 

since society ultimately exerted its force in such a way 

that persons automatically ascribed to the principles or 

the society which the social scientist would describe as a 

process or socialization. In this sense, they acted as 

roles, a medium through which men related to each other. 

Men related to each other indirectly, then, not spontaneously 

and abundantly. They always specified what men were entitled 

to eXpect from each other, could articulate as demanded 

against each other, and thus, constituted barriers against 

abundance and spontaneity. They ultimately served to isolate 

the individual within the society, locking him within his own 

private sphere of consciousness, since the direction of the 

relationship was toward articulation of demands and claims, 

with an offensive and defensive mental stance assumed, rather 

than the notion of giving and searching for virtue and 

personality characteristics. The value, however, which the 

~is definition or sphere as mental awareness is 
inspired by Hannah Arendt, The Human Condition (Chicago: 
Univeraity or Chicago Press-;-'1'958). 
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conception of rights attempted to protect was human spon

taneity, the freedom of the individual to choose his own 

goals, direct himself toward them in terms of his chosen 

principles, and to persevere in choice. Thus, the notion 

of rights never divorced itself from a notion of human 

striving, but the striving was private, not subject to the 

eyes or men. Confined to the private sphere, the difficulty 

which has not been fully recognized by contemporary men, 

became one of recognizing that the private sphere in terms 

of the person was larger and included more experiences 

which could be described and articulated .than the publicly 

defined roles. There is a problem in seeing that the public 

aspects of human existence were but portions of the private 

sphere of attention and human concern, with the boundaries 

not all that clear and the public never exhausting but 

included within the totality of the person. The protection 

afforded human spontaneity by rights as "guaranteed sphere 

of freedom of action," is adequate and appropriate if the 

human person is conceived as realizing or morally developing 

himself by himself; that is, if spontaneity is total self

actualization, unaided by any other persons. Then, the 

individual as isolated within society with no notion of 

giving and abundance prominent, presents no problem. If 

self-actualization is not unaided, isolation caused by undue 

preoccupation with rights can militate against the develop

ment of spontaneity, since abundant, friendly relations are 
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not encouraged. 

Three stages can be seen in the conceptual develop

ment of rights.5 The first stage centers around the 

eighteenth century when rights were conceived in terms of 

"independence," and it was socially defined and accepted 

that the individual and his moral development were set off in 

a sphere apart from the state. Perhaps the first to philo

sophically develop such a conception was Thomas Hobbes. 6 

According to this thinking, the governing of men is not 

carried out according to principles, either "ideal-regarding" 

or "want-regarding. 117 Physical force, potential or actual 

is the determinant of issues. The state as the embodiment 

of force is an instrument for keeping order. Within the 

order created by the state, the individual has a right to do 

as he will, with order setting the limits or rights or the 

private sphere. Each individual creates his own sphere, or 

the boundaries of his personal rights through his awareness 

of these limits as they apply to him. He creates these 

5These stages are an adaptation of those by 
earl J. Friedrich, "Rights, Liberties, Freedoms: A 
Reappraisal," American Political Science Review, LVII 
(December, 1963), 821'.i-5~. 

6Thomas Hobbes, De Cive, ed. by Sterling P. Lamprecht 
(New York: Appleton-Cen'ffirry:"Cr'ofts, 1949), and Leviathan, 
ed. by Lib. of Lib. Arts (New York: Bobbs-Merrill co., 1958). 

7These principles are understood in the sense 
suggested by Brian Barry, Political Argument (New York: 
Humanities Press, 1965), pp. 35-~3. "!deal-regarding" 
principles are understood as standards other than interest 
satisfaction, and "want-regarding" principles as interest 
satisfaction. 
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personal rights in actuality by any means short of the 

physical violence which he conceives as being to his own 

disadvantage. There is no conception of friendship in the 

sense of giving an awareness of a good way of life or 

noticing virtue in other persons and admiring it in them. 

Any type of friendship would be merely an acquaintanceship 

based on utility. This is so because the whole political 

sphere is predicated on a conception of man posited as 

unable., or insignificantly for community life., to control 

himself in terms other than want and interest satisfaction.a 

Men set up barriers., rights., which divide them from each 

other., specifying what they will do and not do., understanding 

and agreeing to these so that they can get more of the things 

they want., not so that they can give anything to each other., 

nor notice virtue in each other.9 Conception of man as 

abundant and spontaneous no longer exists publicly.lo 

In that the state has no moral duties and change in 

its structure and functioning and is guided by no principles 

previously formulated by the reasoning mind., this position 

may be called "conservative.," and has had proppnents 

8.rhomas Hobbes., Isviathan., £E.· cit • ., p. 53. 

9Ibid • ., p. 109. 

10Men are no longer conceived as yearning to give 
others an awareness of themselves. They cannot subject 
themselves voluntarily to principles., and cannot formulate 
principles through their own apprehensive and appetitive 
faculties and awareness of them. 
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throughout the history of political thought. 11 The institu

tionalization of rights defined in terms of independence 

which accompanies this general position, its relationship 

to other institutions in the society, and the way in which 

it conceives spontaneity can be seen most clearly in the 
12 

writings of Herbert Spencer. Spencer reiterates his belief 

that society is governed by inexorable evolutionary laws and 

that reasoned principles must not be used to interfere with 

them, and governmental activity must not be used in social 

and economic areas. 13 Spontaneity is conceived differently 

from that developed at the beginning or this chapter and by 

the ancients. Spontaneity, that which moves the individual 

and society, is energy generated by individual material 

motives. These motives are sufficient unto themselves, and 

human spontaneity which generates progress does not need 

the social and economic protection of the state. 

Hobbes makes different use of the apprehensive and 

appetitive faculties than the classical philosophers did. 

11see Peter Viereck, Cons~rvatism Revisited (New 
York: c. soribner•s Sons, 1949; P.A. Hayek, The Road to 
Serfdom (Chicago: Chicago university Press, 1~); John 
chamberlain, Farewell to Reform (New York: John Day Co., 
1933). -

12Herbert Spencer, The Evolution of Society: 
Selections from Herbert Spencer's Principles ot sociology, 
ed. by RoberrJ. dirnelro (chlcago: universicy Press, 
1967). 

13Herbert Spencer, Social Statics; Abridged and 
Revised; Together with Man ana the State (New York: -
D. Appleton and co:-;-rsgm-, pp. --mJ.-3'7. 
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For Hobbes, the apprehensive faculty was rational, 

calculating, gauging the shortest way to a goal, exclusive 

of principles. 14 The apprehensive faculties were not 

developed in terms of the person's capacity to see other 

persons in and of themselves, apart from their significance 

to one's own interests. Men were unable to formulate 

objective universal norms, 15 hence confining their attention 

to a purely subjective16 interest-satisfaction level, many 

repercussions can be found in both historical and 

contemporary thought concerning rights. Rights were based 

on agreement, with no credence given to the capacity of the 

mind, i.e., no rights were based on the capacity of the mind 

of the individual person, to formulate ideas and arrange 

concepts of rights. For John Austin, rights were only those 

claims enforced and sanctioned by the state. 17 Law and 

rights were subjective, the will of the sovereign. This is 

a position very much consistent with that of Hobbes. For 

contemporary philosophers in the positivist analytic 

tradition, norms, and hence, rights, are subjective value 

assertions based on choice and agreement, not based on 

14 Thomas Hobbes, ~viathan, ££•£!,!.,pp. 45-46. 

l5Ibid., p. 48. 

16Ibid., pp. 53 and 64-74. 

17John Austin, Province of Jurisprudence Determined, 
ed. by Isaiah Berlin, stuart Hampshire and Richard wollheim 
(London: Weidenfeld and Nicolson, 1968), pp. 169-92. 
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demonstrable, objective knowledge. For philosophers of 

this persuasion, who, at the same time, posit philosophy as 

concerned only with objective, reasoned, argument, there 

can be no normative theories or prescriptions of rights 

formulated by philosophers. This position is taken by such 

philosophers as Margaret MacDonald, H. L.A. Hart, and 

Arnold Brecht. 18 

For the institutionalization of rights in the second 

stage, one might consider the political thought of John 

Locke, which had its practical focal point in the nineteenth 

century when rights as "participation" were stressed. 19 The 

individual remained in a sphere apart from the state, but he 

was seen as defending this sphere by participating in civil 

affairs such as voting, exercising free speech, assembly, 

the press, contesting elections, making laws, and executing 

laws. These were the institutionalized and specified ways 

appropriate to human interaction in the public sphere. 

According to this way of thinking, rights are insti

tutionalized and spontaneitJ, as similarly conceived by 

Hobbes, is protected by participation as well as simply being 

18Arnold Brecht, Political Theor~: The Foundations 
of Twentieth-Century Political Thouglit ( rinceton: Princeton 
'O'filversity Press, 1967); H. t. A. Hirt, "Definition and 
Theory in Jurisprudence," Law Quarterly Review, LXX (January, 
1954), 37-60; Margaret Mac1'onald, "Natural Rights," 
Philosophy, Politics, and Society, ed. by Peter Laslett 
(oif'ord: tSasil Blackwe'IT, 1956), pp. 35-56. 

19John Locke, Treatise or Civil Government and a 
Letter Concerning Toleration, ea. by c. t. Sherman fR'ew:lork: 
Appleton-Oentury-crotts, 1937), pp. 100-07. 



59 

independent of the state. It is possible to subsume these 

ideas under the name of "majoritarianism." It is predicated 

on the assumption that the individual sphere of freedom 

is chronologically prior to the state. 20 Rights are not 

absolute, but the philosophical construction or the state 

is predicated on the assumption that each individual can 

best protect his own sphere after the formation of the 

state, by voicing his opinion. Individual ideas and 

opinions become aggregated into the expressions of the 

majority of such opinions. According to the majoritarian 

way or thinking the agreement constituting the founding 

of the state and rights is based upon a consensus of 

assumptions, not reasonable and demonstrable principles. 

While certain rights discussed by Locke such as "life, 

liberty, and property" are "inalienable," they are subject 

to regulation by the majority. Majority will is ultimate 

and supreme, however, not subject to any particular princi

ples except those it may choose to impose on itself or use as 

standards. 21 The majority specifies what may be considered 

as "rights," what may be the guaranteed sphere or freedom. 

The individual builds his own sphere, but the majority 

defines the limits within which it can be built. Each 

individual builds and defends his own sphere by participating 

20 6 Ibid., p. 3. 

21 Ibid. 
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in civil affairs with other persons, or by expressing hie 

ideas, which will become aggregated into and subject to the 

majority formulation of what will be conceived as specific 

rights or patterns of behavior which protect individual 

spontaneity. 

In terms of this discussion, Locke's conception of 

man is significant. It seems possible to say that Locke 

considered man to have moral capacities inherently without 

the state and society. Each person seems to have had the 

capacity to know his environment and himself and others, in 

a fashion conceived similarily to that or Aristotle and 

Aquinas. 22 He seems to suggest that men are capable of 

controlling themselves and are not dangerous to each other 

without the state. However, for utilitarian reasons, to 

satisfy his material needs, man enters into an agreement 

for the protection of his property and the state with 

legitimate force is the result. 23 The purpose is a matter 

or convenience, so that when disputes arise, an impartial 

judge can decide among the disputants. This means that the 

state was created for utilitarian purposes and while his 

outlook might not be as pessimistic as Hobbes', it could 

not be said that the state and political life exists tor 

the existence of friendship. Such spontaneous relationships 

22~., pp. 5-12. 

23Ibid., p. 63. 
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among men are not conceived in the public sphere. Men are 

not conceived as abundant and willing to give themselves 

as the classical thinkers saw them. Men participate and 

interact with each other, but for utilitarian purposes, not 

for displays of virtue, civility and the enjoyment of seeing 

virtue in each other. 24 Basically, men made claims against 

the state ard each other which were cast as rights to speak 

and participate. One did not have substantive rights, but 

only procedural rights. Contemporary writers, such as 

Bernard Mayo and Maurice Cranston would agree with Locke, 

finding t _hat the only rights which can be claimed against 

the state in the name of "human rights" are political 

rights, i.e., the right to participate, not substantive 

social and economic rights. 25 

The next stage in the development of the concept 

of rights appears on the scene when it is thought that 

spontaneity as the ability to choose and direct one's self 

according to principles must be protected by the provisions 

of certain economic and social conditions. Hence, rights 

24Natural law, virtue and morality are purely 
constructs of the mind, not to be detected in reality 
outside of the person. 

25Maur1ce Cranston, "Human Rights, Real and Supposed," 
Political Theor~ and the Rights of Man, ed. bf E. E. Raphael 
(Bloomington: aiana1JnlversltyPress, 1967), pp. 43-54; 
also by Cranston, What Are Human Rights? (New York: Basic 
Books, Inc., 1962); Bernard Mayo, "Symposium: Human Rights," 
Proceedings of the Aristotelian Society, Supplementary 
Volume XXIX '(London: Harrison and Sons, Ltd., 1965), 
pp. 219-36. 
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are institutionalized, specified as a certain pattern of 

behavior whereby the society agrees that the individual's 

sphere of freedom must be guaranteed and through which 

certain economic and social claims can be made against the 

state by the individual. This is in addition to the formerly 

recognized claims or independence and participation. While 

the individual is still seen as constructing his own sphere, 

he is recognized as entitled to the state's assistance in 

procuring certain social and economic conditions. The 

philosophy which develops this understanding of rights might 

be called "liberalism." This way or thinking is a variation 

of majoritarianism in which the government is based on 

consent and each individual is seen as best able to 

represent his own best interests. However, whereas in 

majoritarianism no principles are specified as subjecting 

the majority, principles of a certain type may be seen to 

subject the majority in "liberal" thinking. The individual 

is seen as primarily motivated by material needs and 

interests, and the view that the individual is best able to 

express his own interests is Joined with the view that the 

public or political structure exists for the satisfaction 

of material needs. When it is recognized that society 

implies the satisfaction of the needs of many individuals 

the two views result in the subjection or majority will to 

the utilitarian principle of the greatest good for the 
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greatest number as formulated by Jeremy Bentham.26 

The conception of man which rests behind the liberal 

political structure is again one of deprivation. Man is a 

creature of needs, physical and social which must be met. 

However, he is not capable of meeting them himself. Nor is 

he capable of directing himself on the political scene in 

terms of principles other than those of want-satisfaction. 

Accordingly, again, Aristotle's notion of friendship of the 

third type as the raison d'etre of the political structure, 

as the place where man manifests his virtue is not possible. 

Instea4, the state exists to provide man with those needs, 

physical and social which he cannot provide for himself. 

There are certain contemporary scholars who project a 

notion of rights as claims for need-satisfaction. The same 

conception of man lingers behind their work. 27 

The writings of T. H. Green and Bernard Bosanquet 

could be subsumed under the label of liberalism28 also. With 

26Jererny Bentham,&!, Introduction~~ Principles 
of' ~ ~ Legislation (New York: Hafner Publishing Coq 
1948). 

27 Joel Feinbe~g, "Duties, Rights, and Claims," 
American Philosophical ouarterlY, III (April, 1966), 137-44; 
Lamont, "Symposium: Rights," .sm,. ill.; Richard Wasserstrom, 
"Rights, Human Rights, and Racial Discrimination," Journal 
of Philosophy, LXI (October 29, 1964), 628-41. 

28iiarold J. Laski, A Grammar~ Politics (New Haven: 
Yale University Press, n.d.T and~~ 1D. Theory and 
Practice (New York: Viking Press, 1955). 



them, rights as independence, while, assumed, are not 

stressed. The state itself' is subjected to want-regarding 

principles, but the individual can have no claims above 
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those which the state may choose to conceive as beneficial 

to itself'. For Green and Bentham, rights and duties are 

correlated, with rights granted because it is in the interest 

of the state to grant them. Within this interest of the 

state, claims by the individual against the state for social 

and economic assistance, in developing a sphere of freedom 

are recognized as legitimate, as organized patterns of 

behavior. While it may be that the good is conceived in 

materialistic terms, the striving after the good, the 

motivation and energy behind it is placed in the state, not 

the individual. The individual does not strive, but reaps 

the benefits of the state•s energy and striving. 

For Harold J. Laski, rights could be claimed against 

the state to obtain necessities of "personal development. 1129 

However, "personal development" is used in a restricted 

sense and equated with one•s "function" in society. One 

can make claims against the society and state in the name of 

rights only if these claims are "necessary to the proper 

performance of' his function." Function is conceived as that 

which the individual does for the society or contributes to 

its well-being. The individual is encompassed within and 

defined by the sphere or function which he holds in society. 

29Harold J. Laski, The State !E_ Theory and Practice, 
~- cit., p. 93. 
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It is not open to bursts of individual spontaneity which 

might develop from the action occurring within the space 

created by the sphere. Olange in behavior patterns as 

coming from the individual initiative is precluded or becomes 

problematic if it occurs at all since it is conceived as an 

abnormal eruption of the socially defined behavior or of 

those boundaries commensurate with rights. 

Study of the economic, social, and political 

institutions which Laski constructs to accompany this 

conception of rights reveals that he is concerned to 

decentralize decision-making and the power necessary to 

enforce the results of such decision-making.30 He is 

interested in increasing individual participation in this 

decision-making process as much as possible through the use 

of the institutional diffusion of state power throughout 

various hierarchically structured and formally specified 

governing bodies. one could summarize Laski's thought 

concerning the institutionalization of rights and the 

political structure by saying that patterns of behavior are 

developed to encourage as many people as possible to protect 

their spontaneity and sphere of freedom by participating 

together in group decision-making processes. 

However, it seems that the conditions which 

participation in decision-making provides and social and 

economic satisfactions which hopefully result are not 

30see especially Laski, Grammar of Politics, op. cit., 
Cl1apter IX. - - -



sufficient for the development of spontaneity. When one 

used the patterns of behavior in I.aski's scheme, he 

functioned in such a way as to preclude spontaneity. When 

the individual participated in social and economic decision

making, he did not, as I.aski construed it, act with the 

intention of increasing his spontaneity by interacting with 

others. Nor did he interact with others for purposes of 

becoming acquainted with them and enjoying their companion

ship. Instead, he saw participation as a means ·of creating 

a sphere within which he could develop himself. One parti

cipated in order to demand and receive his share of social 

and economic goods from others. Rights became the line of 

defense behind which the persons build, and which line 

becomes a barrier dividing persons from each other. 

Material goods become a point of contention between men and 

men interact in terms of rights and goods, not mutual 

appreciation and virtue. The attitude used was simply one 

procuring social and economic resources by any means and 

without principles as guides. Fulfillment of social and 

economic needs was not spontaneous and the means one used 

to bring this about is not on the level of action, but 

remains on the level of behavior. If, as the liberal would 

construe it, the satisfaction of wants and needs is without 

principle other than one, the implication can be made that 

fulfillment takes place on a stimulus and response basis 

with no utilization of will (spontaneity) as a guiding, 

self-denying and controlling factor. 
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Rights as traditionally developed are artificial in 

that they simply appear as definitions formulated by society 

to direct human behavior. They are not conceived as being 

themselves, and the formulation, the result of a structure 

in human existence or a capacity in that existence. 

If men are preoccupied with rights such that they 

are conceived as a sphere enclosing the person, people 

interact with each other in terms of claims and demands 

leveled against each other. The result is that persons adopt 

a stance of defense and offense toward each other, such that 

they do not act spontaneously toward each other, but always 

approach each other through the medium of needs and things 

which each other can supply. Such defensive and offensive 

attitudes eventually build a screen across the opening of 

consciousness through which men can wilfully intend to direct 

their attention toward other persons. Indeed, it is 

considered impossible to do so. It is no longer considered 

to be possible tor men to see each other as they are, simply 

as they are, apart from their useful significance to each 

other. Admiration is not a possible mental stance through 

which persons can see virtue or striving in each other. 

There is a definite conception of human nature behind 

the preoccupation with rights. Given its metaphysical 

presuppositions, it sees men as incapable of voluntarily 

controlling their senses and emotions in terms of principles 

other than those which will satisfy their own wants and 
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needs.31 In the epistemological vein, it sees them as 

incapable of disentangling themselves from their own needs 

and interests such that they can use their apprehensive 

faculties, their awareness to see other persons as they are 

in and of themselves, i.e., without seeing them in terms 

of their utility. However, it does see men in society as 

capable of defining and specifying rules according to which 

the satisfaction of interests will proceed. The supposition 

is that if rules are promulgated and agreed to, more people 

will know what to expect from each other, they will know how 

interests will be satisfied, and therefore, more interests 

can be satisfied. Men agree to rules because it is to their 

advantage to do so, and all human interaction takes place 

through conformity to rules and through the medium of 

rules.32 Such rules take the form of rights and roles. 

The intent behind describing the conception of human 

nature upon which the conception or rights is based is not 

to deny that there are such facets to human eXistence. It 

is, rather, to say that there is more to human existence 

than this conception shows. Not only does man sometimes not 

31see especially Thomas Hobbes, "Elements of 
Philosophy. The First Section, Concerning Body," in The 
English Works of Hobbes, ed. by William Molesworth I "("London: 
John Bolin, 183'9'), pp. 101-20. 

32 John Locke, "Essay Concerning Human Understanding, " 
in English Philosocers from Bacon tor§§~~ ed. by Edwin A. 
Burtt (New York: . ndom7rouse, Irie:-; , pp. 327-33. 
For a contemporary example, see Murray Edelman, The Symbolic 
Use of Politics (Cllicago: university of Illinois'P'ress, 
196'7), p. 19. 



69 

deny himself and his needs, but the fact is that experience 

with and observation of human existence does show that the 

conception of human nature is not adequate, and more is 

needed if a full conception of human nature as it is found 

in human existence is to be developed. Namely, experience 

shows that men do have the capacity to deny themselves and 

their interests and needs in terms of some things which are 

other than interest-regarding principles. They have the 

capacity to disentangle themselves from their own interests 

and see other persons in and of themselves. They can direct 

their attention toward others wilfully and in a stance or 

admiration. They desire to tell others who they are, not 

only use them for their own purposes. They have these 

characteristics potentially, at least. The problem is that 

the conception of human nature upon which rights are 

founded exists within a philosophical context within which 

these potential aspects of human existence are considered 

not to exist at all, or, if they are not denied, they are 

rendered to a position or innocuous abandonment as far as 

public or political significance is concerned. 

Empirically, these spontaneous and abundant aspects 

of human existence are to be round, if not actually existing, 

as they often do, they at least potentially exist. However, 

the point seems to be that it is easier to think about what 

seems to exist always and in all cases, and that is that men 

seek to satisfy needs, and construct ways or interacting to 

satisfy these needs, and ignoring the possibility that men 
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seem to be doing, or at least can do, other things while 

they are in the processes of satisfying needs and interests. 

Both rights and roles are types or rules, but roles tell what 

functions individuals will perform in the securing of needs, 

both for themselves and the groups or society in which they 

exist. Rights are the agreed to limitations which men 

impose upon each other and respect as guides as limitations 

on what they will do to and for themselves and each other in 

securing their own personal needs. 

It might be interesting to briefly consider the ways 

in which the definitions of politics and the progress of 

political science has been influenced by the above described 

conception of man, which might be called utilitarian, 

assuming that men interact with each other exclusively and 

only for the satisfaction of needs. 

Probably some of the earliest manifestations of this 

conception of man can be found in the writings of Harold G. 

Lasswell and David Easton. The thrust of both studies was 

to develop a science of politics as distinct from sociology, 

economics, and psychology. Attempting to provide for a 

distinctly political science, the attempt was to define 

politics in such a way that a substantive content could be 

isolated and claimed as a distinct area of study, for which 

boundaries were searched. Interaction seemed to be assumed, 

the question was the type. Too, decision-making seemed to 

be included, but the question was the type. For Easton, 

politics was concerned with the "authoritative allocation 
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of values. 11 33 For Harold Lasswell, politics was concerned 

with "who gets what, when, and how. 11 34 The political, 

according to these definitions, is concerned with the things 

man needs, his physical and social needs, and the provision 

of force and the tactics to fulfill these needs.35 The 

assumption is that men can interact only in terms of these 

things which they need, and seek to use tactics and methods 

in the calculation of the maXimal provision of the things 

necessary to satisfy the needs.36 

Assuming that men seek to maximize their needs 

and can only interact, or will only interact in terms of 

providing needs for themselves, it is inevitable that 

conflict will occur. Ultimately, then, politics is concerned 

with conflict in terms of the provision of contested things 

33navid Eaton The Political System (New York: 
Alfred A. Knopf, 1953).--irecent use or this definition can 
be found in D. George Kousoulas, On Government and Politics 
(2nd ed.; Belmont, 08111': DuxburyPress tor the"Wadsworth 
Publishing Co., Inc., 1957), p. 19. 

34Harold D. Lasswell, Politics--Who Gets What, When, 
How? (Cleveland: World Publishing co., l95er:- Recent7iiie 
or-this definition can be found in William Rosebaum, John w. 
Spanier, and William Burns, Analyzing American Politics 
(Belmont, calif.: Wadsworth Pub!Ishing co., 1971), pp. 34-35. 

35Gabriel A. Almond and G. Bingham Pow·e11, 
Comparative Politics: A Developmental Approach (Boston: 
tittle, Brown and co., T966). 

36The best discussion of political man as motivated 
by need can be found in Robert Iane, Political Life (Glencoe: 
Free Press or Glencoe, 1961), p. 102. The book can be seen 
as a summary of the empirical literature which describes men 
as motivation by need. Gordon Tullock, Private Wants, Public 
Means (New York: Basic Books, Inc., 1970). 



72 

which will satisfy needs.37 The assumption follows that men 

can interact only in terms or conflict. All other possible 

variations of interaction ultimately are relegated to forms 

of conflict, or tools or the conflict. The possibility of 

friendship in the sense of mutual appreciation of striving 

and self-expression, of spontaneity and abundance in man, is 

not considered to be a part of politics. This can be seen 

from the constricted and confined nature of the definitions. 

Both "allocation" and "getting" imply just these things, the 

distribution of need-satisfaction, within the definition 

nothing else involving abundance or spontaneity can be 

implied. 

Perhaps the best example of a study which is 

predicated on the assumption that po~itical decisions are 

concerned with social and economic need-satisfaction is the 

study by Robert Dahl, ~ Governs? Dahl wants to know who 

influences political decision making. He checks decisions 

called by the people of New Haven as "political." All of 

them are concerned as he construes them with the allocation 

of goods and services. He attempts to find consistency 

between allocations and persons who participated and 

influenced the decisions in terms of their social and 

economic positions finding a consistency between the way 

37Austin Ranney and Willmoore Kendall, Democracy and 
the American igs~~ System (New York: Harcourt, Brace and-
Worl.d, Inc., • 
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issues are decided and those who have none of the advantages 

which society has to offer. From the consistency he finds, 

he concludes that the reasons why the decisions were made 

were due to the fact that men are primarily motivated to 

participate in politics because they are creatures of need 

and interest-satisfaction, selfish and utilitarian motives.38 

Thereby, he implies that all of the political is encompassed 

by the conflict which ensues between men when goods and 

services are allocated, and that this is why men are 

motivated to engage in politics. I would not deny that 

such motivation exists, but I would say that it is not the 

only motivation. I would not deny that such a consistency 

as Dahl finds does, in fact, exist. I would suggest, 

however, that perhaps such a consistency exists, because of 

the way in which the variables were chosen. I would suggest 

38ilobert Dahl, Who Governs? (New Haven: Yale 
university Press, 1961)-;-pp. 225-28. Some studies are 
becoming more sophisticated in that they attempt to compare 
the impact of a variety of social and economic variables 
in terms of one's having the crucial aspect on political 
decisions. The problem is, however, that social and 
economic variables are difficult to compare with other 
variables of the same genera and species; in fact there 
are none. Therefore, even these studies are based on a 
conception of human nature, an assumption on an experience 
of human nature, the charge of which they would not like to 
admit. The conception, again, being one of man motivated 
by need. 

Some recent studies include: Herbert Jacob and 
Michael Lipsky, "Outputs, Structure and Power: An 
Assessment ot the Changes in the Study of state and Local 
Politics," Journal of Politics, DCC (May, 1968}, 510-38; 
and Richard I. kotferhert, "socioeconomic Dimensions of the 
American State: 1890-1960<" Midwest Journal of Political 
Science, XII (August, 1968J, 401-18. -



that perhaps a conception of man was assumed, variables in 

the form of issues, questions in interviews, and choice or 

voting behavior were chosen in such a way as to prove the 

hypothesis. The base of the findings, then, was the will, 

the choice of the variables to be considered. 

In contemporary United States, this conception of 

man and politics found its embodiment in "interest-group 

liberalism," a normative theory having its origin in the 

thoughts of James Madison and the Federalist papers.39 

There is a close affinity between this theory and the 

pluralism or Harold J. Laski. Because man is not capable 
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of controlling himself voluntarily so that he will not 

infringe on the capacity ot other persons to develop them

selves, institutions in the society should be arranged so 

that no person or group can gain a monopoly of power; rather 

there should be multiple points or access to the power which 

is located in diffused centers throughout the political and 

governmental institutions. Interest-group liberalism shares 

these notions with Laski's pluralism, but says that not only 

should power be decentralized by institutions of government, 

but power should be decentralized within the society among 

39Robert Dahl, Pluralist Democracy in the United 
States (Chicago: Rand-McNa11y co., 1967); 'Fenal'eton Herring, 
Politics of Democracy (New York: w. w. Norton Co., Inc., 
Ig4o); Bernard crick, American Science or Politics (Berkeley: 
University of california Press, 1959); Ilfrryl Bask1n, 
"American Pluralism: Theory, Practice, and Ideology," 
Journal~ Politics, XXXII (February, 1970), 71-95. 
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various types of groups, each having its own center of power, 

capable of defending itself against each other, inside and 

outside of the government, and even against the governmental 

and/or political structure. 40 

The value to be protected is the individual's 

capacity to develop himself in terms of the ways in which 

he conceives a "good way of life. 1141 Since an infinite 

variety of ways will appear and each subject to the 

judgment of those watching within the society, and ome can 

be either "good" or "bad" im terms of his conception of 

himself and or others, there is a fear of the repercussions 

of allowing the manifestations or either this "goodness" 

or "badness" emerging from the private moral sphere and 

invading the developing sphere or everyone else. The 

thinking is that in the name of politics or in the name or 

the good, the moral self-determination, the spontaneity will 

be placed in jeopardy. Decentralized power can hold off 

this invasion; each person being free to develop himself in 

his own sphere, he emerges therefrom only to make claims 

tor the satisfaction of social and economic needs, these 

satisfactions being the only requirements for personality 

development. The capacity to obtain these resources is the 

40william Kornhauser, Politics of Mass Society 
(Glencoe, Ill.: Free Press or 0Iencoe,--r959Tr E. E. 
Schattschneider, Semi-Sovereign People (New York: Holt, 
Rinehart, and Winston, 1960). 

41Ibid. For the philosophical foundations of these 
institutions:;-see William James, Essays in Radical 
Empiricism in a Pluralistic Universe (Ne~. P. Dutton 
and Co., Inc.,-1971). 
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result of the capacity to watch the needs and resources 

in and of others as they relate to one's own needs and 

constitute potential resources., but also threats in so far 

as they will be removing resources from the available and 

limited public resources. 

The problem is that the preservation of the 

possibility of something conceived as "good"in the 

private sphere is predicated on the capacity of persons., 

paradoXically., to watch something conceived., either by them

selves or by others., as "bad.," a negative mental stance. The 

watching is necessary because all are attempting to achieve 

the social and economic necessities for developing their 

private sphere. Only certain aspects of the person are 

watched; namely., need and deprivation are watched so that 

they will not obtain more than their share of the goods of 

the society. The greed of others is also watched for the 

same reasons., and both are watched in others so that the 

watcher can secure his own needs. The watcher must remain 

constantly conscious of his own needs. Given this type of 

consciousness., it seems difficult for a person to posit the 

goals of his personal development beyond merely satisfaction 

of needs. How one could become aware of his capacity to 

express himself in terms of his own moral striving., how he 

could notice this in others., i.e • ., how he could become 

aware of all the facets and capacities of his existence., by 

living within such a type of consciousness and self-awareness 
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is difficult to understand. It seems that such a mental 

stance tends to militate against its own goals, i.e., 

against personal development, and that the structural and 

institutional arrangements or interest-group liberalism tend 

to violate their raison d'etre. The focusing or the type of 

attention demanded by interest-group liberalism has dementing 

effects on the person because he exists as a person, not 

really capable of dividing himself into a public watcher and 

a private developer with two different moralities. The 

contradictions inherent in such a double morality confuse 

and derange the person, depriving him or the personal 

support which noticing virtue in others from a stance of 

mutual admiration can supply in the process of personality 

development. 

Interest-group liberalism as a normative theory has 

been attacked from several perspectives. Some have criti

cized its notion or decentralized power, saying that it 

interferes with the solutions of problems which exist on a 

broad social and geographical level in so tar as it is 

equipped to deal only with local and not problems existing 

over broad geographical areas.42 The assumption seems to 

be, although not fully articulated by the proponents of 

centralized power, the problems are no longer of such 

42Theodore J. Lowi, The End or Liberalism (New York: 
w. w. Norton Co., Inc., 1969'T';MicliaeT Parenti, "Power and 
Pluralism: A View From the Bottom," The Journal or Politics, 
DCCII (August, 1970), 501-29. - -
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nature that they are confined to unique particular and 

isolated geographic communities, amenable to solution only 

by the talents and resources possessed by the particular 

community. Rather the problems and solutions are general 

and pertain to all men cutting across particular and unique 

geographic, social and economic communities and needing the 

resources of all the regions to solve the problems. Others 

advocate a philosophy of decentralized power, but say that 

the government must be unique in the society in so far as 

it can and should regulate other social and economic centers 

of power in such a way that democracy can be preserved 

within them, and prevention of monopolistic tendencies will 

not result. 43 

While the criticism might be meaningful, the 

proposed solutions are simply impossible. Lowi advocates 

the use of law and force to enhance the power of the state 

and its government at the expense of social and economic 

centers of power, but with the hope that with each 

enhancement, participation by more people in such center can 

result, thus keeping them popularly heard and relatively 

autonomous of the state, but still not dominated by any 

small social and economic group. He would also advocate 

43aenry s. Kariel, Open ststems: Arenas for 
Political Action ( Itasca, Ill.:. E. Peacock Pu"6ITshers, 
Inc., 1968); Grant McConnell, Private Government and 
American Democracy (New York: Aitred A. Khopt, 19'65); and 
Scnattschneider, semi-Sovereign People, op.~• 
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centralization of governmental powers. With Schattschneider 

and McConnell, he would use law and force to regulate centers 

of power throughout society such that groups apart from and 

supposedly outside the government could not gain control of 

decision-making or all types to the exclusion of less 

powerful groups. The instrument of law and force, is, of 

course, the state supposedly acting for the common good and 

in the name of all men. The problem is, ot course, that 

such law could never be enacted and accepted, given the 

conception of human nature upon which interest-group 

liberalism is based, which these thinkers accept and from 

which standpoint they choose to speak. The same people 

controlling and influencing decisions presently are not 

likely to enact the types of law these thinkers have in 

mind, nor is such a law likely to be accepted. Rather, 

there is a step prior to thought about law if the reforms 

these thinkers advocate are to be accepted. Men must, first 

of all, change their conceptions of human nature, and begin 

to act in terms of it, and to think in terms of it, and tell 

each other in thoughts and actions that it is true. Ways 

of describing persons as striving and capable of mutual 

appreciation and admiration must be developed as a prelude 

even to the formulation of law, but even more so, prior to 

its enactment and acceptance. This is so simply because 

those who formulate and enforce it must be convinced of its 

necessity before it can be effective. 
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There is another problem with the interest-group 

approach found in political science. Claiming to study the 

political scene empirically through various methods, this 

group of scientists claims, in fact, to be able to discover 

what is existing in the practical world of politics. Looking 

at politics in terms of structure and roles, functions being 

performed by persons in roles specified by society and the 

procedural relationships between these, they claim to have 

discovered that what is known as politics can be explained 

in terms of an empirical theory of interest groups. They 

see all of politics in terms of men in groups seeking to 

gain access to decision-making, with conflict ensuing from 

the competition for scarce resources. 44 Some utilizing 

this approach will admit only statistically verifiable 

evidence. The problem concerns the existence of phenomena 

which occurs in politics, but which cannot be known by 

statistically verifiable evidence. The most obvious 

phenomenon known by men in politics which cannot be statisti

cally verifiable is potency. 45 This approach studies only 

44navid Truman, The Governmental Process (New York: 
Alfred A. Knopf, 1955); Drster Milbrath, washington Lobbyists 
(Chicago: Rand McNally Co., 1964); v. o. key, Public opinion 
and .American Democracy (New York: Alfred A. Knopr, 1961}; 
Eernara Serelson, Paul F. Lazarsfeld, and William McPhee, 
Voting (Chicago: university of Chicago Press, 1954). 

45P,or arguments against the empirical nature of these 
studies, although from a different perspective, see 
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what is, but the practical politician is also interested in 

what is possible, in potency. The most obvious omission 

connected to their bias against normative approaches to 

political phenomena is the possibility of what men might 

become as a result of their engagement in politics. Potency 

is subject to observation; it can be seen by the mind and is 

empirical. The problem is, that it can only be observed by 

the mind after it integrates the yield of the senses. Those 

who assume the empirical stance, however, will grant as 

credible only the yield of a single sense, not the yield of 

the common senses, or all the senses together. 

There can be no doubt that there are some things in 

politics crucial to it which cannot be statistically verifi

able. The problem is that ways should be developed to know 

these empirically, if not statistically. It should be 

credible tor men to know such things as potency and other 

experiences simply by using the evidence yielded by the 

senses and experience.46 The most obvious' problem with the 

interest group approach is its categories ot analysis, 

intensity, number, and technique.47 It would be possible to 

Jack L. Walker, "A Critique or Elitist Theory of Democracy," 
American Political Science Review, LX (June, 1966), 285-95; 
tine Divis., "'l'he ~oat or Realism: Contemporary Restatements 
of DemocracJ," Western Political Quarterly, XVII (March, 
1964), 37-46; Graeme DUncan and Steven Lukes, "The New 
Democracy," Political studies., XI ( 1963)., 156-77. 

46Phenomenology is developing ways or handling this 
problem. 

47For a discussion of these categories., even though 
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find categories which can classify phenomena found in the 

political world, but which seem to defy the explanatory 

powers of these interest-group categories. Such would 

include experiences such as admiration, fidelity, mystery, 

anxiety, guilt, hope, concern, and intentionality. Certainly 

these things are discussed in politics and by politicians, 

and therefore exist and must be of some import. However, 

they certainly go beyond the explanatory limits or the 

interest-group approach. In that these categories constitute 

a base tor, or are at least related to, norms in politics, 

in so far as they have not been given a meaningful place 

in empirical considerations of political activities, the 

normative implications of the individual's participation in 

interest-groups has not been fully explored. Especially is 

this true where such categories are most observable, i.e., 

in small face-to-face groups. 

It is significant to note that there can be noted 

the beginning of a definite trend to explore the relationships 

which ensue between and among individual persons participating 

in interest-groups, rather than the implications of relation

ships between and among groups. The significant thing is 

that the description of politics in these groups, and across 

these groups as being one of conflict, is being questioned. 

Indeed, it looks as though there are grounds for saying that 

on a superficial basis, see Darryl Baskins, "American 
Pluralism: Theory, Practice, and Ideology," Journal of 
Politics, XXXII (February, 1970), 71-95. 
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there is a good deal more cooperation1 working together1 than 

was previously recognized. This is something more than 

consensus1 which is merely a similarity or ideas. 48 The 

nature or this cooperation as working together would be 

significant as a base tor normative theory to begin. The 

empirical nature or such cooperation in race-to-tace1 man

to-man relationships between members of various groups is 

also beginning.49 

At the present time1 there seems to be a revived 

concern with primary groups which are not composed or blood 

relationships1 but rather composed or people who interact 

with each other on a face-to-face basis. This is true or 

both sociology and political science.5° Much of this 

4~obert L. Ross1 "Relations Among National Interest 
Groups111 Journal or Politics1 XXX:II (February1 1970) 1 96-114. 

490. R. Boynton1 Samuel Patterson1 and Ronald D. 
Hedlund1 "The Missing Links in Legislative Politics1 
Attentive Constituents111 Journal of Politics1 XXXI (August1 
1969) 1 700-21. The full lmpilcations or earlier works has 
not been followed through. See Lester G. Seligman1 
"Developments in the Presidency and the Conception of 
Political Leadership111 American Sociological Review1 XX 
(December1 1955) 1 710-20; and "Presidential Leadership: The 
Inner Circle and Institutionalization1" Journal of Politics1 
XXVIII (August 1 1956) 1 410-26. -

5°tJnder the assumptions of Toennies1 1940; Wirth1 
1957; and Simmel1 1957; it was understood that such groups 
had little influence in a technological society. Works which 
questioned this and constitute the impetus behind recent 
studies have been Charles H. Cooley 1 "Primary Groups1" in 
Small Groups: Studies in Social Interaction1 ed. by Paul A. 
Hare1 Edgar F. Borgatta-;-and Robert F. Bales (New York: 
Alfred A. Knopf1 1955) 1 pp. 15-20; Robert K. Merton and 
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literature has been inspired by the writings of George H. 

Mead and Talcott Parsons.51 It is accepted as given that 

society is composed of men sharing common values, goals, 

rules, and expectations which solidify into roles descriptive 

of what each will do in terms of the whole.52 The intent of 

the study of face-to-face relationships is to determine what 

this type of group does to instill common values, goals, 

rules, and expectations of the society-at-large into the 

individua1.53 It is recognized that they perform a function 

of integrating the individual into the society. The stance 

adopted and the perspective assumed by this approach can be 

seen very quickly. It is assumed that society enforces 

itself upon the person and determines that which he will 

value, seek as substantive goals, use as guides toward the 

P. F. Lazansfeld, "Friendship as a Social Process," in Freedom 
and Control in a Modern Society, ed. by Morroe Berger, 
'l'Fieodore AbeT;'and oiarles H. page (New York: octagon Books, 
Inc., 1964), pp. 18-67; Sidney Verba, Small Groups and 
Political Behavior (Princeton: Princeton unlvers!t'y'"'P'ress, 
1961); John H. Kessel, George F. Cole, and Robert c. Seddig, 
{ed.), Micropolitics: Individual and Group Level Concepts 
{New York: Holt, Rinehart and Winston, Inc., 19'70). Most 
recent literature will be referred to throughout the 
remainder of the chapter. 

51oeorge H. Mead, Mind, Self and Society (Chicago: 
university of Chicago Preas;-T9:321-); Talcott Parsons, et al., 
"The General Theory of Action," and "The Values, Motivesand 
Systems of Action," in Toward a General Theory of Action, ed. 
by Talcott Parsons and Edwaro X. sh!Is (New torlc:" Harper and 
Row, Publishers, 1951), pp. 3-279. 

52Mead, ~-.£.!!.,pp. 227-60. 

53see such recent studies as Eugene Litwak and Ivan 
Szelenyi, "Primary Group Structures and Their Functions: Kin, 
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goal and then, what he will expect of others. 54 It assumes 

that when individuals interact, simply when they meet with 

each other, each person is looking toward the other in 

order to get a notion of what he should value and what his 

role should be as prescribed by society.55 Further, when 

they interact, individuals present themselves to each other 

in terms of roles, i.e., those things specified by society 

as that which they should do. It assumes, too, that the 

process of inculcation or socialization proceeds fairly 

regularly and automatically, or it could not be studied in 

terms of the various statistical techniques which are used.56 

The stance adopted is clearly one of use; one individual 

uses another to find out what he should be doing, or telling 

another what he is doing, or what he should be doing in terms 

of what society, or men-at-large, expect him to do. 57 

Friendship is often used to describe the type of 

relationship which ensues between men who are involved in 

these face-to-face relationships. However, when studies are 

made, interaction is the basis or the study, and the only 

Neighbors and Friends," American Sociological Review, XXXIV 
(August, 1969), 423-31; diaries K'adusfiin, "The Friends and 
Supporters of Psychotherapy: On Social Order in Urban Life, 
American Sociological Review, XXXI (December, 1966), 786-8o2. 

54Mead. £E.· ~-, pp. 156-62. 

55Ibid., p. 156. 

56see especially Thomas Wm. Madron, Small Group 
Methods and the st1~i of Politics (Evanston: Northwestern 
unlversicyPress, 9j7 

57Mead, ~- .£!!. 
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thing really considered is the number of contacts which 

individuals engage in over a given period of time.58 No 

attempt is made to see what really takes place in and during 

them. The only thing looked at is the significance the 

number of contacts can have for the integration of society at 

large or if a pattern of contacts can be seen in so far as 

how certain social and economic positions can be related to 

the types of persons who are involved in patterns of contact.59 

It is significant, too, that friendship is never defined. When 

it is needed in a questionnaire, those questioned are left to 

use and interpret it as they choose. 60 

It is simply assumed, too, that when men make contact 

with each other, they are interacting in terms of roles. In 

their conversations and movements together toward goals, they 

are exchanging meanings given to them and specified by 

society as composed by the roles and the rules delegated by 

them. The individual presents a role to others when he 

interacts with them which tells them what he will do to, for, 

and with them.61 He does not himself shape the role. 

58see for example, Litwak and Szelenyi, _Q_Q_. cit., and 
samuel c. Patterson, "Patterns of Interpersonal Relan'ons in 
a state Legislative Group: The Wisconsin Assembly," Public 
Opinion Quarterly, XVIII (Spring, 1959), 101-09. 

59see for example Zena Smith Blau, "Structural 
Constraints on Friendships in Old Age," American Sociological 
Review, XXVI, No. 3 (June, 1961), 429-39; also Litwak and 
sze1enyi, op. cit.; Kadushin, op. cit., and Patterson, op. cit. -- -- --60 · Patterson, £E.· .£.!!.; Merton, op. cit. 

61This can be most clearly seen in the word of 
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Different situations and different persons require different 

role presentations. One always relates to others through the 

medium of concepts ot roles. 

Personal moral characteristics are not seen as 

descriptive ot virtuous striving to achieve goals. tt such 

characteristics are seen at all, they are seen as capable ot 

being imitated, in the sense ot simply practiced tor other 

persons to see, not as aids to personality development. 

FolloWing the transactional notions found in Mead, it is 

suggested by transactional theorists that persons relate to 

others by projecting their own aspirant moral characteristics 

into an image ot an observed person and then seeing the other 

person through this image. 62 In other words, one does not 

see a person, per se, in and of himself. Rather, one sees 

another through himself, through his own aspirant moral 

characteristics. 

All of this is to simply suggest that the social 

sciences built upon the epistemological and metaphysical 

base found in the writings of George H. Mead are not capable 

of revealing a notion or friendship as can be round in the 

ot Irving Goffman, Presentation of the Self in Everyday 
( Garden City: Doub!eaay and co. -;-rnc., ""'T959T:-

62see R. cantril, et al., "Psychology and Scientific 
Research, III, The Transactional View in Psychological 
Research," Science (1949), 517-21; William R. Stephenson, 
The Study or Behavior, Q-Technique and its Methodology 
Tffiicago: 7Jnlverslty or cJilcago Priii', -r9'53); Din o. Nimmo, 
Political Persuaders (Englewood Cliffs: Prentice-Hall, Inc., 
1970). 



classical thought. For them, the person possessed a mind, 

which was a substance and which could possibly assume 

structures which could encompass within itself concepts, 

ideas, which it held on the basis ot observations made or 

things in the environment. But, that which was conceived 

was the product ot the capacities ot the mind to utilize 
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its structures and integrate. For the classical thinkers, 

there was a notion ot subject and object, the unique thing 

being that the subject had the capacity to intend, to direct 

attention toward objects and see them as they were, in terms 

ot functions, as well as in other ways ot being. The mind 

was composed ot sensations, emotions, intellect, and will 

which could direct all, and the knowledge ot which was 

assumed by the intellect. Allot these were cumulatively 

described as awareness. One became aware ot himself as he 

became aware ot these capacities, aware ot his emotions, 

sensations, and intellect; one became aware ot himself, too, 

when he recognized his capacity to tell others who he was 

as distinct trom others. Given the capacity ot the person 

to integrate concepts, there was room tor the individual to 

conceive ot the values ot the group in which he existed, 

but there was a notion, too, because of the capacity to 

integrate, tor the individual to conceive of ideas or values 

which were different and distinct from the group, while 

using these as standards for conduct, but understanding, 

nonetheless, the values ot society. Another characteristic 
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of the subject was its capacity to strive and become in terms 

of goals. This can be summarized as simply the recognition 

of the capacity of the person to assume various structures 

of mind which could envisage various alternative sets of 

goals, values, rules, and expectations, and see this capacity 

in others. This was made possible by the capacity of the 

subject to assume a stance of intentionality, of pure 

intentionality, of admiration. 

In the philosophy of Mead, there is no distinction 

between mind and ideas. The individual person does not have 

structures of mind, significantly absent is the intention. 

It is simply assumed, that the senses and emotions have no 

real discretionary powers in detecting different alternative 

notions of values, goals, rules, and expectations. Nor does 

the mind, the intellect, have the capacity to envisage and 

arrange different notions of these. It is simply assumed 

that the process of socialization, the inculcation of 

values, goals, rules, and expectations is carried on auto

matically by the society and persons within which and with 

whom one exists. One cannot look at and intend to look at 

others in terms of their uniqueness apart from society, in 

terms of their capacities and structures. Nor can men 

· envisage alternative values and goals. There is no 

distinction between mind and ideas, the mind is the aggregate 

of ideas of society. It does not have a structure, but it is 
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tunctional 1 it is programmed to see things in one way 1 in 

terms ot what they do.63 It is characteristic of what is 

found in the environment.64 It arises through conversation 

and gestures which have meaning in the society and tor 

other persons 1 not through the development of the . 

individual's capacity to use his structures of consci

ousness in the handling or the ideas contained in the 

conversation and gestures. Thinking is merely the 

internalization of the experience one has with external 

conversations and gestures. There ia no notion of a way 

in which an individual can become aware of himself except 

by making the attitudes of others his own. Not only is 

experience ot human nature common1 but also experience ot 

them is too. He does not become conscious ot himself by 

seeing the attitudes ot others and then contrasting these 

with his own and recognizing his capacity to do this as 

unique and an experience ot himse1t1 as himselt 1 and then 

becoming aware ot the capacity of others to do the same 

thing and recognizing others as persons striving to see 

themselves and approximate goals as he himself does. Nor 

is there a notion of the person telling others who he is 1 

except in so tar as he expresse~ to others a role or the 

way he understands the way society is telling him to act. 

63 Mead 1 .!?£.· cit. 1 p. 112. 

64Ibid. 
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For Mead, one cannot -become aware of his own capacity, 

he can become aware only of what he should do, his 

function, what society prescribes for him to do. He 

never experiences himself as his own act. This can be 

most clearly seen in his discussion of the distinction 

between the "me" and the "I." The "me" is the aggregation 

of attitudes through the society, toward which the I 

reacts. The "I" which is self-awareness can act only 

in terms of the "me" and the "me" is the standard of 

consciousness, the collection of norms which the 

individual uses to tell him what to do. There is no 

notion of recollection, no notion, either, of recol

lection in terms of a set of norms other than those 

which can be found in the "me." Given the absence of 

a notion of intention, the individual can never become an 

object to himself. The individual can never look at his 

own sensations and emotions, his own ideas, his intellect 

and experience them as his own and see his capacity to 

control them or see what is good for each of them as his 

own uniquely. The person can never intend to give 

attention to his intentions. The only way the person 

can become an object to himself is by seeing how he is 

part of the collective society, through a concept of 

society. There is no notion, thus of the individual 

constituting a whole being, the intention which directs 

itself to its various components, constituting a union 
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of subject and object, a whole being. 



CHAPTER 'IV 

CONTRmUTIONS OF EXISTENTIALISTS-PHENOMENOLOGISTS 

TOWARD A CONTEMPORARY UNDERS.TANDINO OF FRIENDSHIP 

Classical thinkers supposed that men could know each 

other as individuals; this was a familiarity baaed on living 

in a group and it was not problematic in the sense of 

requiring philosophical description. Remaining on the level 

of image and the product of group construction, such 

familiarity could form the beginning of a philosophically 

constructed general conception of the faculties of awareness 

which all men possessed. Such a general conception 

constituted a point of comparison with which they could know 

themselves as individuals. Thia was the thrust behind the 

writings or Plato, Aristotle, and Aquinas. Accordingly, it 

was not necessary tor them to describe themselves as 

individuals from which position they thought and wrote. The 

moat blatant manifestation of this neglect lies behind their 

failure to articulate a description of how they knew their 

own faculties of sensation, emotion, and knowledge of other 

individuals, which was cumulatively named awareness in 

Chapter Two. For the classical thinkers, the question of 

how an individual could know himself in terms of his 

knowledge of others, man in general, was prime. 

93 
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With contemporary man, the question is reversed. 

The question is how one person can know singular individuals. 

It is supposed, with the classical thinkers, that familiarity 

with living can result in an intuitively known concept of men 

in general and how one could act and what he should value 

according to learning by living. This is the level of role 

and society. However, in contradistinction to the classical 

thinkers, subjective knowledge is prime. In tact, one can 

know with certainty his own emotions, sensations, in short, 

his own experience. The problem immediately at hand is 

that of discovering how men can uae this self-knowledge to 

know other singulars, other persona. 

Certain contemporary thinkers, such as Edmund 

Husserl, Martin Heidegger, Gabriel Marcel, and Martin Buber 

began to develop categories descriptive of the eXperiences 

one could have of himaelf and which description could result 

in greater self-knowledge. Such categories were the trans

cendental ego, reflection, intention, ecstasy, intersubjecti

vity, and moral becoming. In describing these categories, 

they were describing the actuation in experience of the 

faculties the classical thinkers were describing in general 

and structural terms. Their immediate concern was the 

development ot categories the description of which could 

result in greater self-knowledge. Ultimately, these 

categories could be used to describe how men could know 

other singular persons, but this was not their intent, except 
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perhaps in the case of Buber and Marcel 1 whose prime concern 

was the private life of the individual1 and not public life. 

The intent of this chapter will be to look at the description 

of these categories in terms of their contribution to self

knowledge and as possible instruments in the development of 

categories descriptive of public consciousness 1 which will 

be the concern of future chapters. 

For the classical scholars1 knowledge of singulars 

was not a problem; therefore 1 they were not concerned to 

describe completely and accurately how one could know 

singulars 1 individual existing supposits 1 as well. At the 

same time and tor the same reasona 1 how one could know 

himself was not adequately and completely described. An 

inadequate knowledge of singulars and self amounts to the 

charge that there was an inadequate notion of reflection. 

When one wanted to know an existing singular1 he 

had to look to the imagination which was a faculty he could 

know operationally as holding a "species," or a perception 

which was a combination of sensual image ot the singular 

object in existence and other components added by the person 

himself. 1 But 1 he could not know the singular; he had to 

know it through the image 1 and he could know the image only in 

so tar as it embodied a likeness of the general concept of 

1Thomas Aquinas Summa Theologiae1 I1 841 7; I 1 861 l; 
Aristotle Physics I Lecture 51 l89a5. Plato Republic 510. 
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which he was already aware. 2 He could not turn the active 

intellect directly toward either the singular existing 

object or toward the image. He always had to see the 

singular in terms of .its relationship to the concept. 

Because he could only know the image in terms of concept, 

he could never know the particular time and space dimensions 

of the singular. He could know of its existence only in so 

far as he continued to receive stimuli from the senses, of 

which he was aware. 

How one could know his own emotions was inadequately 

described. One could know where the emotions were located 

in the human psyche, how they could be classified, how one 

could establish their morality, and how all the emotions 

were related.3 However, he could not know a way of 

describing his experience or these emotions. One could not 

describe how he "suffered" or was subjected to a particular 

emotion. He could know that emotions were passive things, 

they "came and went" in terms of an object of one•s 

striving and they were present in the human psyche because 

it had material components., which were subject to time and 

space fluctuation.4 These notions were all specified on the 

2For a discussion of this point., see Hans Meyer, 
The Philosophy ot st. Thomas Aquinas (St. Louis: B. Herder 
lroi'k co • ., l92¥6 J-;-pp.3!m-lf5. 

3Thomas Aquinas Summa Theologiae I-II, 22-30. 

4Ibid., I, 86, 3; Aristotle De Anima 433; Plato 
Republic 329. 
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basis of prior concepts of the psyche, they were not rooted 

in experience of the philosopher; therefore, in their 

thought one could not describe his emotions to another, 

nor could he distinguish, for that reason, his emotional 

reactions in a situation from socially prescribed norms in 

the situation from action on the basis or reason and the 

intellect in the same situation.5 

There was a problem with reflection, too, in that 

there was admission that the imagination could create new 

images which did not exist in sense stimulation, but which 

were the product of the capacity of the mind, or imagination, 

to combine and recombine sense stimuli, especially stimuli 

experienced in the past.6 These new images could be the 

product or habit, associations established by the intellect 

and will, and emotions. While the capacity to create images 

is acknowledged, there is no description or the role or the 

individual's own particular creative capacity as contrasted 

with or opposed to the role of the group in which he exists. 

How can he distinguish his own emotional reactions from 

those prescribed by and learned from the group when images 

are developing in a situation and when perceptions are 

constructed with which to see the environment? There is no 

description or how the person might consider his emotions 

5Aristotle De Anima 432b-433b; Plato Republic 434-441. ----
6Thomas Aquinas Summa Theologiae I, 85, 2; 

Aristotle~ Anima 427; Plato Theatetus 163e and 166a. 



98 

and their effect upon the way he imagines or creates 

perceptions, through which perceptions he will apprehend his 

environment. Nor is there an adequate description of how 

perceptions, containing sensations and other components not 

found in the sensations, can be separated from sensations. 

How can one know whether or not the perception is conforming 

to the reality of the situation within which he is acting? 

How can he separate his own emotions and their products in 

perception from the realities of the situation in which he 

exists? This is what reflection should be able to do for 

a person as he looks at himself. To the extent that it is 

not possible to make such a separation, reflection and self

knowledge is not adequately described. If the effect the 

emotions have on the imagination is described, it is thrust 

in the direction of the morality of acts which follow from 

such effects, not in the direction of the problems of seeing 

the effects emotions can have on the imagination.7 The 

problem of separating false perceptions from accurate 

perceptions such that one can see what is in the reality 

outside of himself, but within his range of contact, is not 

considered. 

It is clearly the case that Edmund Husserl attempted 

to describe how singulars can be known and in this way how a 

7Thomas Aquinas Summa Theologiae I-II, 24, 3; 
Aristotle Nicomachean Ethics 1lo9a-II096. In the Republic, 
Plato would aeny the possibility of any valuable way or 
knowing arriving from the imagination because of the 
influence of the emotions. 



99 

notion of reflection can be described such that one can know 

himself and his experience as a step prior to knowing his 

environment and other persons. In this regard, one could 

say that Husserl's prime contribution was his discussion of 

the transcendental ego, the notion of "awareness" found in 

classical thought. It is the means through which one knows 

his emotions, sensations, and "others." While Husserl would 

say that one cannot define the transcendental ego, he would 

say that one can describe how one knows of its presence in 

his experience, and then use it to know himself better. 

Husserl begins his search in experience, understood 

as change occurring in an individual supposit existing in 

time and space when impinged upon from exterior forces. 8 

Thia notion of experience would not be totally alien to 

the classical thinkers, except that they would not begin 

thought at this point. Husserl, also, uses their notion of 

imagination, all in the effort to see what experience can 

tell about the transcendental ego. Husserl would say that 

when one looks at a tree he is aware of its sensual presence 

impinging upon him. When he turns away, he can retain an 

awareness of an image of the tree which image exists in so 

far as it can be described. He concludes that the trans

cendental ego is a term used to refer to that which seems to 

~dmund Husserl, Ideas: General Introduction to Pure 
Phenomenology, trans. by w. R. Boyce Oibson (London: 'Coll'Ier
MacMillan ttd., 1962), pp. 111-17, 143-49. 
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be present in the experience in addition to the object 

existing as stimulating and the image. 9 It is that which 

formulates the image and is aware of' the object and the 

image. The transcendental ego is pure intention which could 

be further elaborated by simply saying that it is the capacity 

to direct attention toward the environment and see what is 

there and what is not there but contributed by the mind or 

consciousness. 10 

As direct intention, the transcendental ego can 

suspend its belief's, values, and simply look at things as 

they are by questioning all that appears. 11 One discovers 

his own transcendental ego by realizing that it is he, 

himself, who must decide the extent to which the objects he 

experiences really are. 12 As pure intention, the trans

cendental ego experiences the capacity to question and then 

say that something "is. 1113 The capacity to question is 

pure intention, its essence being the directing of attention 

9Edmund Husserl, Ca,rtesian Meditations, trans. by 
Dorion cairns (The Hague: Mar~inus Nijhoft, 1970), pp. 26 
and 99. Ideas, pp. 136-39, 156-57, 213-15; Qrisis !2l.. 
Eurapean cie ees ADS. Transcendental PhenomenologY, trans. by 
David carr Evanston: Northwestern University Press, 1970), 
pp. 155, 1 -90. 

p. 46. 
10ausserl, Ideas, pp. 222-30; cartesian Meditations, 

11ausserl, Ideas, pp. 96-100. 

12ausserl, Crisis, pp. 165-67. 

13ausserl, Ideas, pp. 130-32, 152-54; Cartesian 
Meditations, pp. 92-I03. 
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not having an object of direction. 14 It is a capacity 

independent of objects, either within itself or in the 

environment. When one sees the objects before him, acknow

ledges their image within his intentional capacities, attempts 

by reflection to separate what is before him and the meanings 

which he might have given them in the images he has, and when 

he becomes aware ot his capacity to do this, he is aware of 

and has discovered the transcendental ego. 15 Intentionality 

simply means that he realizes or recognizes that he is, 

himself, making these separations. Husserl describes this 

capacity by looking, with his own transcendental ego at his 

own imagination and the effects which the emotions can have 

on it. 

Such a description serves, in addition to describing 

how a person can know singulars and himself, to describe 

reflection. It the ego is self-awareness of one's emotions 

and what he needs, all that is left when one sees the 

difference between ego and meaning is the transcendental ego. 

When one reflects, he looks at his own emotions in a situa

tion he has experienced. 16 Beginning with the emotions, he 

attempts to stop seeing them as provoked by outside forces 

exerted upon him and over which he has no control. He 

14Husserl, Ideas, p. 137. 
15Husserl, Ideas, pp. 222-31; Cartesion Meditations, 

pp. 44-46. 
16Husserl, cartesion Meditations, pp. 33-37; Ideas, 

pp. 130-32, 284-87. 
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ceases to think of himself as responding to the forces in 

stimulus-response fashion. He ceases to think of his 

emotions as entirely passive, but in reflection he is 

attending to them all the while as a medium through which he 

can see his actual self. When one reflects, he attempts to 

look at these emotions as his own and over which he has 

control, observing the situation which provoked them. 17 

Mere capacity to observe them is some indication or control. 

He begins to think or himself but also or his relationship 

to others in all facets other than as forces impinging upon 

him. He begins to see them in terms other than their effect 

upon him, which he can do only if he has control of his 

emotions. He reviews events, sees them from another's 

point of view in the attempt to see what he actually did 

and what is in the situation. The direction of attention is 

not an object, it is directing attention toward something 

which is not. 18 It is a questioning, to see what is and 

what is not before it. It is possible that what seemed to 

be the real situation becomes a meaning and an interpretation 

and one experiences his transcendental ego when he sees the 

image in his imagination as divisible into what is really 

there and what was added by habit, association, anticipation, 

17Husserl, Ideas, pp. 133-35, 240-41. 
18Ibid., pp. 136-39. 
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whether by himself or by society in which he exists. 19 Only 

by focusing on the emotions., which are passing in and out of 

the experience., can one separate what is there from what is 

not there. 

Husserl's contribution to how an individual could 

know himself was the discovery of the transcendental ego., 

finding it to be the capacity to intend., to search and 

question the imagination. Using the transcendental ego to 

look at the emotions., Husserl developed the notion or 

imagination as a combination ot sensations and past sensa

tions or perceptions., joined by habit., emotions., or the 

transcendental ego itself. Looking at emotions., again with 

the transcendental ego., he developed a notion of reflection 

whereby men could divide their own personal emotions from 

those prescribed by the group., using this notion as a means 

whereby one could find being., that which really is., in his 

own experience. In this., he was helping the person to 

become aware or what is real in his experience., but not what 

is real in the environment with which his experience came 

into contact. 

Martin Heidegger's contribution is the development 

or ecstasy. This is not a way of looking at the emotions to 

know one•s own experience., but rather a way of describing how 

l9Ibid • ., pp. 241-45. 
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men can know the emotions. 20 Heidegger uses the notion of 

ecstasy as a way of describing how a man can know, not what 

"is" as in Husserl's thought, but what "is possible." 

Heidegger's notion or being is that of becoming and abundance. 

Through knowing emotions, one can know himself as potency, 

as becoming. 21 

Heidegger's description ot how a man can know his 

emotions utilizes Husserl's description or the transcendental 

ego. Like Husserl, he suggests that men construct images 

or worlds which are sensations joined with past sensations 

resulting in perceptions or ways in which one sees the world 

and in terms or which he places other sensations and which 

will guide what he sees in his experience or the environment 

with which his experience comes into contact. 22 For 

Heidegger, the person arranges these images on the basis of 

an emotion, the rear of falling out of existence.23 On the 

inspiration of such fear, men feel the need to, and do in 

fact grasp externals, anything which is not their own, and 

place these around themselves, both physically and psycholo

gically or in the imagination. The person's images are built 

20 Martin Heidegger, Being and Time, trans. by John 
MacQuarrie and Edward Robinson (Neif'"Yorlc': Harper and Row, 
Publishers, 1962), pp. 172-79, 78-86. 

21Ibid., pp. 67-71. 

22Ibid., pp. 67-71, 114-22. -
23Ibid., pp. 182-88. 
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by this dynamics of "distancing," the capacity a person has 

to take things in or leave them out of his consciousness of 

them. 24 

The problem is to discover when one's images give an 

accurate indication ot what it is possible tor him to become. 

For Heidegger, such an indication can be found when one 

looks at his emotions, such as fear, anxiety, and concern, 

those emotions which are triggered when a man experiences 

his limitations. 25 

But the prior question is one ot describing how men 

can know their emotions. It seems to this student that the 

notion which permits Heidegger to explain how the internal 

senses or emotions know is his explanation of the relation

ship between time and space. He would say that time and 

space, as categories ot being, can be known in various ways 

by various senses. The way in which the external senses can 

know them would be as separated. Thus, the external senses 

would know them in a different way from the internal senses 

or emotions, and from the intellect or objective cognition. 

Each would know them differently, but in an acceptable way. 

In contrast to their being known as separated by the external 

senses, the internal senses or emotions know them as together; 

there is no dichotomy between the categories of time and 

24Ib1d., pp. 145-49. 
25 Ibid., pp. 172-79. 
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space in the internal sense or emotions because their unique 

function or capacity is to combine the yield of the external 

senses. 26 Therefore, the internal senses can see time and 

space together. The emotions are a way of sensing space and 

time together. 27 There is time existing in the emotions and 

space, but because they are merged, the space as experienced 

by the internal sense has no boundaries as space has in the 

tangible world of physical objects eXperienced or sensed by 

the external senses. Space experienced by the external senses 

has boundaries eXpressed in terms of magnitude and position, 

or relationships between positions. The boundless space 

eXperienced by the internal senses is a space internal to 

man in the sense that the boundaries are himself and he 

eXperiences them as either a fullness or a lack. Space for 

the internal senses is boundless, eXperienced by man who is 

a supposit, capable of filling or emptying.28 The best 

analogy to use to describe this way in which the internal 

senses know, therefore, is music and listening. There is a 

fullness which pervades and interpenetrates the supposit or 

substance. But the fullness has no boundaries of its own, 

confining itself to the boundaries of that which it fills, 

but even then, passing through them. There is a type of 

efficient causality here, in which the movement or merging 

26Martin Heidegger, Being and Time, pp. 274-79. 

27Ibid., pp. 418-21. 

28Ibid. 
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of subject and object is described. 

The internal senses or emotions, therefore, know in a 

different way and are sensitive in a unique way in that they 

can detect fullness or emptiness, but their content, the 

object of their knowing is feeling, feeling not being subject 

to boundaries in the same way as tangible phenomenon nor 

being capable or detecting time and space in the same way as 

the external senses. However, in that feeling, the content 

or object of the internal senses or emotions is an emptiness 

or a fullness, the feelings can themselves be used to 

recognize boundaries, most specifically, the boundaries of 

the person within which they exist. Boundaries can be 

imposed by man on the internal senses on the feelings, but 

the way in which the internal senses know, the object of 

their knowing, what they know does not have to have spatial, 

in fact cannot have spatial, boundaries. In this way, it is 

possible to know that which flows through man. The internal 

senses or emotions are potent, rapidly capable of taking on 

and being relieved or forms in such rapid succession that 

time cannot be used to detect essence or formal change. 

Therefore, time and space must be merged. When the trans

cendental ego contemplates or looks at these senses, time 

has no limits, past, present, and future and whatever 

existed essentially merged at any one time is seen as merged. 

The internal senses are still material, however, and as such 

material are subject to information by a specified character 
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or personality determination set for the person as the good 

which he will achieve for himself. 

A close look at the way in which Heidegger describes 

concern, anxiety, and fear enable one to understand ecstasy 

as a way in which man can know himself as potent, as 

possibility. 

Heidegger begins his thought with concern which is a 

feeling compelling man to go outside of himself in search of 

stability tor his existenoe. 29 The compulsion is prompted 

by an unconscious fear or passing out of existence. Because 

he is unconscious of it, he seeks to lessen its tension 

within himself by bringing sensations into his consciousness 

and arranging them in deceptively complete and closed 

constellations. However, fear or death is not to be 

relieved by such conceptual formations and views of reality. 

Fear always exists within concern and becomes present within 

the psyche when one notices that an object arranged in his 

physical world or an idea in his imagination threatens his 

existence prompting a state of anxiety.30 Anxiety prompts 

one to see limits, where he cannot go and what he cannot do, 

as well as what he cannot become; it prompts him to look at 

himself outside or time and space, but to see himself as 

spread out in time and space. It allows the person to see 

himself in terms of his whole personality, his past, present, 

29Martin Heidegger, Being and Time, pp. 67-71. 
30 d 8 Ibi ., pp. 179- 2. 



109 

and his future given the limitations foreseen in anxiety.31 

such is ecstasy, a state in which the person, looking at his 

emotions, sees himself in his entirety in terms of limits, 

but projecting a future for himself in spite of, but in view 

or, his limitations.32 One can achieve this ecstasy, 

knowledge of his whole self only when he is alon,, only when 

he contemplates his own limits, his limited possibilities, 

when he thinks of his own death.33 Only when one thinks of 

his own death and destruction does he really become aware of 

who he is, what he "possibly is." This is acknowledging his 

place as a tallible, finite being in the cosmos. Acknowledg

ment ot death constitutes awareness ot self and prompts an 

openness permitting the projection of an ideal self, a moral 

notion of what one would like to become based on his own 

subjective observations of his past, present, and future.34 

It is a notion of self toward which one will strive and 

which necessitates molding of the emotions in an act of self

control and self-grasping.35 

There is nothing social in this notion. One's 

capacity to experience ecstasy and project an ideal self is 

31Martin Heidegger, Being and Time, pp. 358-80. 

32Ibid., 401-03. 

33Ibid., 304-12, 114-22. 

34Ibid., 385-96. 

35Ibid. 
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not in any way related to society. one's capacity to do so 

is his own, his capacity as an individual supposit, as a 

person. The capacity to act in this fashion is not socially 

determined while society might indeed prescribe or suggest 

what ideas the ideal self might include. But the capacity 

and idea are two different things. The capacity pertains to 

the individual mind while the idea exists in it, it is a 

different thing and for that reason admits the beholding of 

an infinite variety of such ideas or images. 

The emotions in Heidegger's thought constitute a 

source of openness whereby the mind can be seen as something 

apart from ideas and which mind can be developed morally. 

If he did not develop a notion of the public as open, he 

developed a notion of the private sphere as open and 

becoming, seeing the source of opening in the emotions. 

Given the capacity of the mind looking at emotions, it is 

possible to see the individual's world as· expanding, even if 

this expansion is in terms of the self and its images. 

There is a significance, too, to the relationship 

between fear and the ideal self. In a mood of concern, man 

gathers and arranges various things about him. He draws 

them to himself, whether they be in his physical environment 

or in his conscious world. The paradoxical thing is that 

the very things he draws to himself are the occasion of fear, 

they are the things which will in truth destroy him. This, 

in itself, is significant, but the truly significant thing is 
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that, unlike many thinkers Who begin with such a notion of 

man, fear in Heidegger's thought does not constitute the 

justification tor a closed system which aims at a minimum 

level of existence or security tor the individual. Instead, 

fear leads to the very possibility of openness and the 

movement of the individual out of himself. The suggestion, 

too, is that fear is not the all-powerful and only emotional 

state which has priority over the others. Men can forego 

the desire for security and take on to themselves the risks 

which the assumption of an ideal self necessitates. Men 

can deny themselves in terms of this ideal as they strive 

to achieve it. Closure and force is not the only alterna

tive available to man in the face of fear. 

Husserl's contribution toward describing how the 

person can use his own experience to know others is the 

notion of the transcendental ego, pure intentionality, 

capable of seeing many and varied objects. By looking at 

the emotions, Husserl suggested that a person could separate 

what is from what is not in his own experience. Heidegger 

described the capacity to know the emotions as revealing 

what is possible to the person. 

Using the notions from Heidegger and Husserl, 

Max Scheler describes a structure in human emotions which 

permits men to know or the eXperience of another person 
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through his own experience. To describe this way of knowing 

is to describe verstehen., which will ultimately be seen to 

merge with notions developed by Gabriel Marcel and Martin 

Buber to constitute the notion of intersubjectivity. 

The notion of verstehen builds upon Heidegger's 

notion whereby the emotions are not bound to forms in time 

and space.36 But Scheler would say that there is a certain 

structure in the emotions which can be found in all men.37 

"Personal feeling 11 is common experience of sorrow., joy., etc. 

with another person who has the same experience. The second 

is "fellow :feeling 11 or sympathy., the feeling which structures 

the experience a man has when he understands another's 

situation and the :feeling he has by sharing the experience 

with him. The third is a feeling of identity in which men 

can completely open themselves to identity with the values 

and expectations of the group. In the fourth place., there 

is a type ot experience in which one loses his identity by 

being absorbed into the character ot another person. 

According to Scheler., all men share these and can 

experience these feelings and become aware ot these 

capacities.38 Verstehen involves the capacity a person has 

to see the same structure he has in others., but also to see 

Peter 
36Max Scheler., The Nature of Sympathy, trans. by 

Heath (Hamden, Coiin:"": Arcfionl3ooks., 1970)., p. 224. 

37 8 Ibid • ., p. 12-1. 

3~x Scheler, Man's Place in Nature, trans. by 
Hans Meyerhoff (New York: Noonday Wess., 1961)., p. 40. 
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that the same structure he sees is not his own.39 Scheler 

would call the one libido, and the other sympathy. It is 

directly related to the imagination and the emotions developed 

by Heidegger. 40 

one is able to sense his own emotions and imagine that 

another person must have them because or how he himself 

experienced them and what he observed in the actions of 

others. verstehen, thus, involves more than simply obser

vation. Through participation in another's personal acts, 

another person can see behind all empirical objective 

behavior to acknowledge something else behind the external 

manifestations. 41 The "something else" probably cannot be 

reducible beyond saying that it is the capacity to direct 

in terms of goals, to exercise will. Knowledge through 

participation is discussed in terms of the feelings which 

all men can be seen to have on the basis of reflecting on 

their own experience. Men do act as though they could rely 

on having the same emotional experience, in spite of the fact 

that the individual instance of it will vary given the fact 

that each individual possesses a material mechanism for the 

reception of these emotions. While men often are aware of 

39Max Scheler, Nature of Sympathy, pp. 66-71, and 121. 

4oibid., p. 33. 

41Ibid., pp. 167, 224 and 218. 
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erroneous detection of emotions and intentions of others, the 

fact that error can be detected indicates an awareness of the 

experience of others. Scheler suggests that men perceive 

others• experiences in much the same way as they perceive 

their own experience, except that perception of others 

passes through two sets of external senses. Within the 

sensation the internal senses can intuit or see a whole 

which is within the external senses relative to an object of 

their perception. 

Scheler•s notion of sympathy, a product of the will 

in classical terms, makes verstehen or knowledge of others, 

a possibility. Sympathy involves more than ego and is the 

capacity to direct one's attention toward objects of a 

varied type. It presupposes Husserl's description of the 

person's capacity to recognize and control his emotions, thus 

enabling him to make discriminations between what is, what is 

not, and what is possible in experience. Given this knowledge 

of one's own emotions, Scheler would advance a step beyond 

and say that the intention can direct itself through its own 

experience to the experience of another, see that it is and 

not in terms of its effects upon the person of the observer. 42 

It would involve the capacity of the person just to look at, 

in awe, some experience other than his own but at the same 

time see it in terms of his own. It involves the capacity of 
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the person to look at the otherness which 1s observed and 

grant its existence as well as exalting and admiring it 

as something which is better than oneself and therefore 

deserving of more attention than oneselr. 43 Since the 

person is aware of himself or can know his emotions and what 

1s good for himself, there is another movement. It is 

possible for the person, given self-awareness, to detect a 

certain potency in the otherness, 1.e., what it is possible 

for him to become. 44 Sympathy builds on this capacity of 

the person to see potency in another and implies that the 

person be willing to help the person achieve the good which 

it is possible for him to achieve, to strive to achieve 

that goal which he could set for himself. 45 

Sympathy 1s a type of looking without an object 1n 

the perception as a preconceived notion of what one would 

like to see or for which one 1s searching. It is a looking 

and searching in awe, admiration, and appreciation of what 

reveals itself to one's own experience.46 It depends on 

the will and intention to control the emotions 1n a stance 

prompting impartiality. Simply because it is possible for 

men to know each other, they do not automatically do so. 

43scheler, Nature!!!_ Sympathy, p. 168. 

44scheler, Place of Man in Nature, pp. 62-71 and 167; 
and Nature of Sympathy, p:--lT.r. -

45scheler, Nature of Sympathy., p. 164. 
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Instead they must use the will and intention to do so. 47 

They must will to see another for what he is in and of 

himself. Furthermore, for Scheler, the person is becoming, 

changing in terms of will, so the knowledge between persons 

must be adjusted to capture this potency. Such a becoming 

also involves a searching for that which it is possible for 

him to become.48 

This knowing depends heavily on the knowing exercised 

by the emotions because it is seeking something which does 

not eXist within the bounds of tangible time and space, 

depending heavily on the spirit or the capacity to see what 

his emotions are indicating about his environment but also 

to exercise his own capacity to grasp that which is moving 

through them in his own experience. 49 It is not a giving or 

a taking but a search for good, not only good which is but 

also good which might be that which is possible.50 It is 

built on commitment to the good which it hopes exists, the 

pure act of the will and can give no reason for its search.51 

Verstehen is a way of knowing which sees roles and 

demands articulated by society deposited as images in the 

47 Ibid., 113, 224. -48soheler, Place!!!_!!!!,~ Nature, pp. 62-71. 

49scheler, Nature of Sympathy, p. 224. 

50Ibid., pp. 166-167. 

51 Ibid., p. 113. 
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imagination, closed notions of expected behavior but sees 

more.52 It sees the person's attempt to grasp himself in 

terms of these roles, and grasp himself in terms of goals 

individually posited and the object of individual striving.53 

In contrast to Scheler for whom one knew others on 

the basis of intuiting or seeing their emotions and intentions 

from the base of the libido or the common structure of human 

emotions, Buber and Marcel are much more explicit in 

describing such knowing. Developing a notion of "inclusion" 

to entertain in the place of Scheler 1s sympathy, their notion 

suggests that one cannot only know the thoughts and emotions 

of others, but one can also experience the same emotions 

upon detecting or intuiting the presence of these thoughts 

and emotions in others. "Inclusion" has been described as 

Buber's unique contribution to western thought.54 It makes 

use of the emotions of one person to understand thoughts and 

feelings, as in Scheler, but it also uses the situation of 

another and attempts to make use of the capacity of the 

person to imagine himself to exist in the situation of the 

52scheler, Nature of s1mpathy, p. 224. 

53Ibid., pp. 48-58. 

54Nathan Rotenstreich, "The Right and the Limitations 
of Buber's Dialogical Thought," and Emmanuel Levinas, "Martin 
Buber and the Theory of Knowledge," both essays in the 
Philosophy of Martin Buber, Library of Living Philosophers, 
Vol. XII, ea. Paul A. Tcli'ripp and Maurice Friedman (La Salle, 
Ill.: Open Court, 1965), pp. 97-151. 
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other person.55 Inclusion presupposes a common event or 

situation which is lived through by two people. It is onto

logical instead of psychological in that the person 

attempting to experience the experience of another does not 

"slide into the other person mentally" to experience how he 

thinks and feels, but receives the other person's thoughts 

and feelings in the common situation into his own conscious

ness and experiences the other's perception of the common 

situation within himself, as they are experienced by the 

other, experiencing at the same time his own thoughts and 

feelings. It amounts to one person experiencing himself 

experience another. In this way, the reciprocity which 

eXists between two experiencing each other is being which is 

directly experienced, not only known. The experience of 

knowing is ontological, not psychological because it belongs 

to no one consciousness exclusively, but 1a one mind and 

body, consciousness, experiencing itself experience that of 

another. 

Inclusion raises two questions and provides the 

answers. "On the basis of the behavior which I observe and 

hear articulated by the person, how does he think and feel?" 

Then, the second question, "If' I were in his situation, i.e., 

55Martin Buber, Knowledge of Man, trans. by Maurice 
Friedman and Ronald G. smith (New Yorlc: Harper and Row, 
Publishers, 1965), p. 70; and Between Man and Man, trans. by 
Ronald Gregor Smith (New York: MacMillan "Oo":"", 1965), 
pp. 96-97. 
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with his thoughts and feelings, how would I feel and think?" 

It is based on external sensations of' the person's behavior, 

with further elaboration of the other person's internal 

sensations by seeing his behavior and connecting it to one's 

own internal sensations by stimulation resulting from the 

intellectual perception of' his situation.56 It would not be 

intuitional, as in Scheler, nor would the knowledge of' the 

other's situation be the result of the capacity of' the 

person to combine and recombine the diverse products of 

sensations.57 Rather, it would be making use of' the 

intention, the striving to see what is actually before one 

as it reveals itselr.58 It is based on the similarity of 

the structure of consciousness, not only a structure of' 

feeling, since it involves seeing and direction by the 

intellect. Being as revealing itself' and the individual 

having only the capacity to see one aspect at one time, each 

aspect is seen instantly and intuitively, but direction by 

the will must persuade the intellect to see what is before 

it as a whole, all that which can be seen, given experience 

of the revealing.59 

56Martin Buber, Between Man and Man, p. 96. ---
57Buber, Knowledge or~, p. 81. 

5~rtin Buber, Good and Evil {New York: Charles 
Scribner's Sons, 1952), pp. 56-57. 

59:suber, Between .!!.!!. and Man, p. 88. 
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Intersubjectivity is a capacity of man. Made possible 

by the thought or Husserl, Heidegger, and Scheler, it is the 

contribution of Martin Buber and Gabriel Marcel. Buber and 

Marcel most clearly articulated the combination of ecstasy 

which is knowing one's self with verstehen which is knowing 

others to formulate a notion of intersubjectivity. This is 

a way of knowing which is different from knowing others 

simply on the basis of socially expected and specified roles. 

According to their combination, one knows himself, not as 

Heidegger suggested, by contemplating his own death, but by 

knowing others.60 One becomes, fulfills his potential which 

he has posited for himself when another recognizes that he 

has potential, 1.e., that he is a person, or has the capacity 

to become a person.61 Maybe it is important to say that 

knowing another is not enough for a person to develop, to 

become. It would probably be more accurate to say that one 

knows himself, becomes a person, by searching for the person 

in another, and then by knowing him. This is different from 

Scheler•s notion of sympathy or love, in that one could know 

another, one could search for the potential of another, but 

one did not himself become a person, acknowledge his whole 

personality, as a result of this search. 

60ib1d., pp. 1-4, 88, and 178. 

61Martin Buber, I and Thou, trans. by Ronald Gre~or 
Smith (2nd ed.; New York: 71iarles Scribner's Sons, 1958), 
p. 11; and Knowledge of Man, p. 71; Gabriel Marcel, Being 
and Having, trans. by~'t'nerine Farrer (New York: Harper 
and Row, Publishers, 1965), p. 149. 
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Be that as it may, intersubjectivity is a capacity 

of man. Stemming from man's capacity to knCtl his internal 

senses, his own internal senses, it is also predicated on the 

knowing that others have the same capacity. It builds on the 

capacity of men to know each other as persons and builds upon 

man's capacity to acknowledge that others are different in 

some way. It detects a polarity.,a distance between two 

subjects is created in this acknowledgment. 62 This is a 

manifestation of man's capacity for alertness, to direct 

his attention. This distance, a type of force field with 

polarity, is the base of intersubjectivity. The distance is 

presumed to be an ontological entity, a new being created by 

the persons. The distance is filled by those worlds which 

are shared or those constellations which are held in common 

by the consciousness of the two persons. 

It assumes that the subject is interpenetrated by 

an active awareness of himself, in the manner suggested by 

Heidegger, although not inspired by the contemplation of 

death. This interpenetration brings the worlds into the 

force field to fill the distances between the two people.63 

"Worlds" are understood as Husserl and Heidegger would 

construe them, being the placement of beings around the 

person's sphere ot attention. In itself, the relationship 

62Buber, Knowledge or~, pp. 59-72. 

63Marcel, Being and Having, pp. 104-107. 
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is a new being, and this is in distinction to Aristotle's 

conception or friendship as a relation. According to 

Aristotle, a relationship consisted or a subject, a term, and 

a foundation. The significant thing is that the subject is 

a friend whose thoughts and actions directed toward another 

person produce or generate a term, another friend., and that 

the foundation depended upon the reason why the generation 

began in the first place., which must have been mutual 

attraction. However., the relationship which someone like 

Marcel or Buber had in mind was different. There are two 

subjects., each generating a term, which is the friendship, 

the relationship itself., with the foundation being their 

persons. 

The interpenetration which pervades the subject is 

the basis upon which intersubjectivity, friendship, is 

built. Arter the interpenetration is ottered into the 

polarity or differences, then the common worlds can be 

recognized. 64 The interpenetration., coming from the person 

first, begins to fill the force field. It enables one to 

enter into the world or the other and see his world through 

his eyes. The significant thing is that the force field 

filled, is the product or human creation. 65 For Buber and 

Marcel, the intersubjectivity can exist only when two 

persons recognize each other's otherness while at the same 

6~uber, Knowledge!!!,_ Man, pp. 110-120. 

6~uber, Between Man and Man, p. 88. 
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personality and the will to do so.66 
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The otherness aspects or this relationship as well as 

the alertness and ecstasy are significant in terms of the 

role or friendship in personality development. The signi

ficant thing seems to be that the person recognizes in the 

other a way or ways in which he is different from one's 

self, and these things will waken in him, or cause himself 

to see the lack, the non-existence or these things within 

himself; but also he can, then, see their possible existence 

within him. It is in this way that personality development 

is a possibility. 

This simply serves to suggest that the notion or 

"state or being" has been described. Developed by the 

phenomenologists-existentialists, it serves to describe the 

way in which a human being is in existence. It admits or 

description and refers to the way a human being exists, being 

only a category referring to experience which is on-going and 

active, constituting a whole which reveals itself to the man 

who looks and thinks. State or being attempts to describe in 

a time-space dimension what the classical thinkers described 

conceptually with a space dimension only. Hence, state or 

being is claimed to constitute a more inclusive category with 

which to describe human existence. While admitting 

66Buber, .! and Thou, p. ll. 
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description in general terms, state of being refers to a 

variety of experiences, and hence permits description in 

various modes, i.e., ways of being. 

In terms of classical thinking, this notion of "state 

or being" is not a way of knowing that men have emotions, 

nor is it a way of knowing what is good for men. Neither, 

is it self-expression, or telling others who one is. All of 

these involve objects and concepts which men must and can 

use. Rather, "state or being" is a capacity or the indivi

dual human being to know both one•s own emotions as well as 

the desire and knowing of objects which constitute one's own 

good in one act of knowing. However, it includes more in 

that the object of attention is never fully revealed and so 

part of the attention is directed toward no object, nothing, 

non-being; it also includes awareness of this attention. 

Hence, consciousness is open, directed to the object of 

good, but also directed toward nothing. state of being is 

thus a state of hesitancy on the part of the knower in which 

he attempts to draw, in a synthesis, all he knows together, 

being aware of himself as doing this. It has no object of 

attention, but seeks to bring objects to attention on the 

basis of past experience into a whole. In short, it is a 

preconceptual activity of the consciousness. There is no 

object of attention because one is not attempting to relate 

to an object, to see it in terms of its good for himself, 

but rather, since it is an attempt to see something more 
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than objects, it is an attempt to see what is not, to see 

non-being, and to see possibility, what is possible being. 

State ot being, then, is a hesitant awareness in 

which one looks at and through his experience, acknowledging 

his own fallibility, and building at the same time images 

and concepts with which to construct guides to action. It 

is an awareness in awe and admiration, not analyzing, but 

appreciating, directed toward objects, not an object, toward 

wholes. Thus, through acknowledged fallibility, it is . 

awareness ot tit and consistencies. 

Such an awareness in state ot being constitutes an 

act ot reflection on the emotions and maintains stability, 

which is the awareness, while looking at the suffering 

which is emotional experience, or the changes in orientation 

toward objects which the person undergoes when he sees 

objects in his environment which are good or bad tor him, 

attempting, at the same time, to create an ideal self, become 

aware ot the conceptual prescriptions set tor him by society, 

and see all in terms ot the ideal selt. Therefore, in this 

state ot being aware, one undergoes certain types ot 

experiences in which he directs his intention to, not only 

the emotions, but also to their object, in terms of a 

projected ideal self. This is purely intention, the capacity 

ot the will to direct the intellect, independently of the 

stimulus in the environment. The states of being are the 

tensions which result when men begin to construct the images 



126 

in terms or which they act, when they posit an ideal self, 

when they evaluate their activities or striving in terms or 
their images and an ideal self, and when they attempt to see 
all of these in terms of the images and roles prescribed by 

society. 

The notion found in classical thought which most 

closely approximates the notion of state of being developed 
by the existentialists-phenomenologists is that of the 

"dispositions." As described by the classical thinkers, the 
dispositions were the material components of the psyche, the 

aspects of the psyche which were purely subject to time

space dimensions, moving through these dimensions in terms 

ot forces external to the psyche, subject, of course, to 

direction by the intellect and will. The contemporary 

thinkers would grant the existence of such aspects of the 

psyche in much the same fashion. However, they would unpack 

the notions or intellect and will more carefully in the 

attempt to develop the notion of "state of being." There

fore, to the dispositions, which must be pe.rsuaded to move 
with the higher powers or intellect and will, the 

existentialists-phenomenologists would add that men have the 
capacity to posit an ideal-self toward which they will 

strive, each on an individual basis. In addition, they can 
become aware, as individuals, of a role or ideal prescribed 
by society, which they can acknowledge as different and 

distinct from their own ideal-self projected into the future. 
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They can, as individuals, become aware of the tensions of the 

presence of these two. They can become aware of the fact 

that they have constructed the ideal self themselves as 

individuals. They can see to what extent they have been 

influenced in their constitution or the ideal self by the 

group within which they exist. They can become aware of 

their own striving in terms ot these two, the role and the 

ideal. These tensions and strivings and awareness of them 

constitute state of being, which admits variations. 

or what variations does the state of being admit? 

Dealing with these notions in terms of moral or personal 

creation, I see Marcel developing two significant "states of 

being." They are not concerned with the nature of the goal 

which one might set for himself. Rather, they are concerned 

with the process of achieving any goal which is related to 

personal creation. I think, furthermore, that most of 

Marcel's thought can be embraced within a discussion of 

these two states of being. One is hope, the other is faith. 

Marcel calls the premise upon which he builds his 

thought a "metaphysics of hope. 1167 Indeed, hope, as a state 

of being, is his prime concern. Very briefly, hope is simply 

the belief that there are forces in nature or the universe 

67oabriel Marcel, Philosophy or Existence, trans. by 
Manya Harari (New York: citadel Press; 1968}, pp. 9-47; 
Homo Viator: An Introduction to a Metaphysics ot Hope, trans. by 
Emma crawtord "(lfew York: Harper and Row, Publiiners, 1962). 
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which are in connivance with you. 68 It is a belief, reasoned 

observances will not grant proof of these forces. However, 

there is a belief that in spite or how difficult things 

become, the goals one has set out for one's self will be 

eventuated, fulfilled. Marcel has a theory of cognition 

which permits two movements. One is like that developed by 

Husserl, called primary reflection. 69 This is objective and 

abstractive. This submits reality to questions and zeroes 

in on certain aspects of it. It assumes that there is a 

problem which reason can solve. Secondary reflection 

attempts to see reality in this way; but also looks at 

reality through the eyes of the person who is capable of 

seeing potency, what is possible, and what seems to be 

impossible.7° Like Heidegger, Marcel dwells extensively 

on death and concludes that one might very well say, on the 

basis of the ultimacy of death for each man, that life is 

futile, and hopeless. However, Marcel says that because a 

person can love another and wish that he would not pass out 

of existence, there must be something about death which is 

not final simply because one wishes that another would not 

die.71 However, this is a crucial part of secondary 

6~rcel, Philosophy of Existence, p. 28. 

69oabriel Marcel, Mystery of Being, Vol. I, trans. by 
G. s. Fraser (Chicago: Henry Regnery co., 1960), pp. 95-
127. 

70ibid. 

71Gabriel Marcel, Mystery of Being, Vol. II, trans. by 
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reflection. This wish and its connection with defiance of 

death is not subject to reasoned analysis; it is a belief in 

the face of mystery which is based on wish. Marcel calls his 

belief hope; through the belief, one hopes in the forces of 

reality as being in connivance with him, which forces will 

help him to achieve his goals. Marcel admits that the basis 

of hope is thin; but then, this must be so or it would not, 

in fact, be hope. Marcel says that man has two choices, a 

futile meaningless life based on a mere subsistence level, 

in which the security of physical existence is the only goal 

with death at the end, or a life of hope based on the belief 

in the chance that one's life has a ground in something not 

confined to physical existence. Marcel calls the one dull 

and uneventful. The latter, based on possibility or chance, 

is the fruitful one. Fortified by belief, it defies reason, 

refusing to accept the conclusions of reasons as ultimate, 

looking instead for what is possible in reality, what is 

possible in spite of dour odds suggested by a calculating 

reason which can only show "what is. 1172 With faith., hope 

seeks the cracks in reality through which, by chance, man 

might pass. It is a searching and relentless determination 

to achieve goals in the face of great odds. 

Rene Hague (New York: Henry Regnery Co., 1960), p. 69; and 
Homo Viator, pp. 60-61. ----· 

72Marcel, Homo Viator, pp. 60-61; Gabriel Marcel, 
Man Against Mass Society (chlcago: Henry Regnery Co., 
I96'2) ., p. 2or:--
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Probably the most intriguing state or being is that 

of creative fidelity, faith as described by Gabriel Marcei.73 

Its base being personal creation, the person is seen by 

Marcel as positing a goal and ideal self and striving to 

achieve it. In fidelity, the experience or striving is 

described, whereas in hope, the impetus behind and the 

meaning of the striving is described. According to Marcel's 

notion of faith, all a person does, all his thoughts, desires, 

will, and actions, as well as his roles in society are seen 

as somehow related to the fulfillment or eventuation of the 

goal of the ideal selt.74 The ultimate base of each of the 

individual's contributory actions is the commitment of the 

person, i.e., his choice. Once commitment has been made., 

obligation and creation of the self begin.75 Creative 

fidelity begins with the commitment and the notion Marcel 

wishes to articulate is that fidelity involves the 

marshalling of all the forces and aspects of personality 

available to the individuai.76 All portions of the psyche 

must be willing to participate in the enterprise and the 

whole person must be involved., emotions., will, and intellect. 

All must be prone to the goal. Commitment for Marcel implies 

73oabriel Marcel., Creative Fidelity., trans. by Robert 
Rosthal (New York: Noonday Press., 1964). 

74Ibid., pp. 104-119. 

75Ibid. 

76Ibid., pp. 152-58. 
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that the acknowledgment ot obligation will never be put into 

question again, even though one cannot know at the time of 

conunitment all the factors which compliance will involve.77 

One cannot know his own future feelings nor the obstacles 

which will block his way and creative fidelity implies 

actively arranging conditions within the emotions so that 

the person will continue to desire the goal and ideal self 

with all the forces or the psyche so that fulfillment of 

the commitment can take place in spite or the odds.78 The 

striving will continue because one wants the goal and ideal 

self with all his soul, not simply because one feels 

obligated to honor his commitment.79 The essential thing is 

that while commitment is made by the person, it is activated 

by the person in one ot his roles. However, the obligation 

and direction stem from the person as director and creator 

or all his own roles and tunct1ona.80 

While Marcel is concerned with the problems of man 

after he has specified an ideal aelt, Buber speaks to the 

prior problem or specifying what one will want to become. In 

this, Buber is concerned with the state or being courageous. 

How does one experience courage, how does one become 

77Marcel, Creative Fidelity, p. 162. 

78Ibid., pp. 152-58. 

79Ibid. 

8oibid., p. 96. 
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courageous? Buber sees man as constantly faced with an 

unknown. Little can be known for certain, even in ordinary 

life, and the mysterious situation facing man is simply 

describing how it is possible for man ·to go on living in the 

face of this unknown. 81 In a sense, the search becomes one 

of looking for the courage to go on living. Where does one 

get the energy, the spontaneity to choose goals for himself? 

For Buber, the question is where and how does a man find 

meaning enough in the world to even choose, to will, to 

exist. 82 While a person might contemplate his death and 

whole personality as Heidegger described, for Buber, the 

question is how does man recover enough from this stark look 

at his own inadequacy to act or even think. The state of 

being, then to which Buber addresses himself is that of 

human inadequacy, human feelings of insufficiency. 83 In the 

absence of tradition and reason, the only impetus or help in 

the process of moral becoming comes from another.84 The 

goals one uses are the results of the other person. The 

goals one uses for himself are the result of seeing them in 

others and have their base in the moral capacities for self

awareness and striving in the other person. The source of 

81Buber, Between~~ Man, p. 14. 

82Ibid. -
83~., p. 107. 

~uber, Knowledge of Man, p. 68; Between Man and 
~, p. 114; Good and EVil,p.'7. - -
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the goals seen as coming from the other person is not 

something specified by society as virtue and then seen by the 

person in another. 85 One's goals, what one will become, can 

be the result of seeing capacity tor striving in another, not 

some specified value or goal prescribed by society. Simply 

seeing striving and capacity in another person can enable 

another person to see the possibility ot meaning and give 

him courage to be. The state ot being courageous is a state 

of decision that there is meaning in the world; it is a 

state of dedication to finding it by using the capacities 

one has. 

However, before one can obtain courage to be by 

looking at the capacity and striving of another person, 

there are two states or being which the person must direct 

himself into before he can even acknowledge capacity and 

striving. There are two states of being which seem to be 

concommitant and for their eJtistence they depend upon the 

direction or the will and intention. These are humility and 

sympathy, both ot which are discussed by Scheler, Marcel and 

Buber. Humility is simply the excruciating eXperience or 

acknowledging that other beings, whether a transcendent 

being or another person might be greater or more important 

than one's own self, however one would want to construe 

85:auber, Knowledge of Man, p. 68. 
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greater or more important.86 The state or being humble is 

frankly recognizing that one is falling out of existence, 

that he seems to be deteriorating when others seem to be 

improving and progressing and the accompanying judgment that 

one is insufficient. It is not that one is inadequate and 

insufficient in relationship to others, but that with the 

impetus of recognizing differences between others and him

self, one is prompted to think of his inherent inadequacies. 

The other state of being is the other side of the 

coin described above, namely, one standing in awe and 

admiration at the sufficiency and adequacies one observed 

in others while at the same time acknowledging his own 

insufficiency and inadequa,cies. 87 It is giving tribute to 

a being which is seen as it is in and of itself, not as it 

relates to one's own self-esteem. Sympathy or love, is 

simply acknowledging as good or creditable that which is not 

one's own good or to one's own credit. It is giving credit 

when it is not related to one•s own activities of striving. 

86Marcel, Man ~ainst Mass Society, pp. 13-25, 207; 
Creative Fidelity, pp. 7-52; scheler, Nature of Skapathy, 
p. 168; Mart!n Buber, Pointing the Way, trans.oy urice 
Friedman (New York: Harper and7row-;--r>ublishers, 1968), 
pp. 25-31. 

87Marcel, Creative Fidelity, pp. 47-52; Scheler, 
Nature of Sympathy, p~ 168; Buber, Pointing the Way, pp. 
25-31. - - --
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The state of being concerned is perhaps best 

described by Martin Heidegger. To describe this state of 

being is simply to describe what happens when men attempt to 

give order to both their physical and mental existence. It 

is the activation of the capacity men have and the tendency 

they have to arrange the diverse and multi-faceted phenomena 

in their environment in some orderly fashion so that they can 

act in terms of it.88 It is not to suggest that there is no 

order in the human environment, but it is to suggest that 

men can see only some aspects of being in their environment 

as it reveals itself to them and as they search to find 

what is. The state of being concerned is seeing fit and 

consistency in one's environment. It is looking at sense 

knowledge for what it reveals and committing certain aspects 

of it to memory for purposes of action. It amounts to the 

creation of images and concepts.89 At the same time, the 

state of being concerned exists with full awareness on the 

part of the concerned that image creation does not fully 

exhaust the capacities of the person. It is to acknowledge 

the unknown elements which cannot and are not encompassed 

within the images and to give attention to the ideal self 

which exists apart from images. It is to acknowledge, also, 

the capacity or the person to strive to achieve goals. All 

8~eidegger, Being and Time, pp. 67-71, 114-22. 

89Ibid., pp. 182-88. 
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of this is in addition to creating images and concepts. 

Together, they constitute the state of being concerned. It 

is to handle phenomena, to feel it, not to shape it or change 

it. It is to notice, on the basis of the feel, the ways in 

which phenomenon will fit together to constitute a whole. 

Putting together what is naturally together, apart from 

man•s own manipulation, is the type of image creation 

manifest in concern. 



CHAPTERV 

INTENTIONALITY AS A FRAMEWORK 

FOR POLrl'ICAL DISCOURSE 

This chapter will attempt to place in perspective 

certain elements of political discourse. Defining such 

discourse as the articulations of group projects, the 

conceptual and non-conceptual elements will be demonstrated 

in terms of their common generation in the intentionality of 

the individual person. Intentionality is simply the capacity 

of the person within himself to create and join together 

replicas of those things which he experiences around him. If 

one attempts to demonstrate elements of political discourse 

it is appropriate that he begin with those who have studied 

politics as well as practical political situations. This 

chapter will use both as focal points. 

Although Carl J. Friedrich does not elaborate this 

perspective, his writings assume a notion of intentionality. 

They assume, in other words, that the person's mind goes 

through various postures or handles ideas in certain 

specifically defined ways. While not explaining the 

intentional significance of such postures, the importance of 

Friedrich's thought lies in his claim to make use of all such 

137 
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postures in describing what political discourse and politics 

in general is all about. 

Friedrich maintains that each element of politics can 

be defined and then interrelated. More specifically, each 

can be defined either in terms of a quality possessed or a 

relation. Power is a quality a person has to make others 

conform to his wish. 1 Leadership is a type of power but a 

relationship, too, in which a person is capable of convincing 

followers to Join with him in the pursuit of common values 

and goals projected into the future toward which they both 

will strive but the realization neither presently possesses. 2 

Influence, too, is a type of power but also a relationship 

which resides in a person's capacity to anticipate reactions 

of others.3 Rule is giving directions for action. Rulership 

is a stable interrelation of directions which are expected 

and understood. 4 Authority is a property, not of a person, 

but of a communication in which followers can see a 

reasonableness between what they are directed to do and what 

they value.5 Justice, however, is a property of an act, an 

act of the mind which weighs and evaluates qualities in terms 

1carl J. Friedrich, Man and His Government (New York: 
McGraw-Hill Book Co., Inc., ~3r;-p:--T61. 

2Ibid., p. 165. 

3Ibid., p. 201. 

4rbid., p. 181. 

5Ibid., p. 224. 
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of values and distributes accordingly. 6 There are elements 

of choice, preference, and decision-making in political 

discourse in so far as freedom of participation is a notion 

whereby persons have the capacity to choose, decide, and 

prefer without the interference of others but in cooperation 

with others.7 In this, too, there are elements of speech 

and actual ability to articulate attributed by Friedrich as 

having a place in political affairs. Friedrich also gives 

attention to the place of observation. 8 This is simply 

noticing consequences of action and noticing cause and 

effect. It is noticing elements in the environment simply 

on their own merit, implying that they take place without a 

person's own intervention or initiation. 

In terms of an attempt to account for all the elements 

in politics, Friedrich's discussion is not wholly satisfactory 

because he has not provided a framework within which all 

these diverse elements can be seen. For example, Friedrich 

speaks of certain of these elements as being properties, 

others as relations. But sometimes these elements are 

properties of persons, sometimes of acts, sometimes of 

communication. This is not to deny that such elements can 

6Fr1edrich, Man and His Government, p. 251. --------
1~., p. 353. 
8 Ibid., p. 353. 
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be found in practical political affairs as Friedrich has 

suggested them. It is to say, however, that the philosopher 

must provide a framework within which they can all be under

stood. It is to lift them into a more general description 

in terms of which a common core can be round in them all and 

then to see their relationship. There seems to be an 

implicit notion of substance and accident, but no acknowledg

ment articulated and demonstrated. If one wanted to provide 

a framework within which to see them all, it would seem best 

at this point not to pursue a metaphysical course or action, 

as the substance accident components of his thought would 

tend to suggest. It would be best not to pursue such a 

course because metaphysics is concerned with either changes 

occurring in fairly circumscribed elements, or the relations 

among concepts. It would be best if one wants to pursue the 

description or a framework containing as complete as possible 

a picture of political discourse, to make such an attempt 

through the notion of intentionality. This is simply the 

capacity of the mind to constitute or formulate concepts by 

arranging and uniting replicas of its environment, not just 

relating concepts as metaphysics would imply. 

If one were to look closely at Friedrich's elements, 

one could recognize that the one thing which appears in them 

all is a concept. A concept could be understood as a 

representation of one's environment constructed by the mind 
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but it is necessary to say further that it is partial and 

abstracted from the whole of experience.9 It is specific in 

that it refers to certain particular things. As a mental 

representation, it is a definition telling what a thing is 

and its characteristics. Since it purports to be a whole 

picture, it excludes all that is not contained within its 

specifications as, either non-existent or not significant. 

Purporting to constitute a whole picture, it is further 

permissive of articulation verbally in time and space, 

serving, thereby, to indicate what is or what can be 

expected. In this way, it enables man in a group to know 

what he can do and not do as well as what others can do 

or not do. This component can be seen behind all of the 

elements of Friedrich's notion of politics. In order to 

conform to wish one must know to what it is that he must 

conform. It is the same with anticipating reactions. 

Concepts would be apparent, too, in reasoned communication. 

Friedrich does not acknowledge the possibility that 

a framework can be provided for his thought by attending to 

its conceptual aspects, nor does he devote any attention 

whatsoever to the notion of intentionality which can give a 

more complete picture of political discourse since it could 

9This notion of the concept is borrowed from John 
Wild, Existence and the World of Freedom {Englewood Cliffs, 
N.J.: Prentice-mrrr:;-rnc., 196'3'), pp. 80-101; and 
Olallenge of Existentialism (Bloomington, Ind.: university 
or !ndianaPress, 1966). 
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demonstrate or describe the origin, construction, and 

presence of the concept in the mind of the person prior to 

its use and articulation as well as its relationship to 

various other components in the psyche or intentional 

structure of the person. For Friedrich, the concept is 

always supposed simply to be there, in one's mind, and to 

form the base or the beginning or action. For Friedrich, 

this is where political discourse begins. Too, political 

thought, or thought about political action and discourse 

begins here, with the concept accepted and assumed to exist. 

One might call an exception to my criticism of 

Friedrich's neglect of intentionality by calling attention to 

his discussion or the element of "observation" as a component 

in the political situation. According to Friedrich, 

observation is the capacity of a person to notice the 

consequences of action and cause and effect relation. In a 

sense, this is the capacity or a person to notice things in 

his environment which seem to go on without that same 

person's action or role in their happening. While Friedrich 

did not explain observation in this way, it is the implicit 

assumption behind his discussion. Defined as it has been 

here, one can see its relationship to a notion of intention

ality. It points out that before one can have a concept 

formed as a base of his action, there might be a prior step, 

concept formation, taking place in political discourse which 

is simply a watching, noticing elements in the environment 
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independently of one•s own effects on oneself and one•s own 

effect on them. The suggestion here is that this is simply 

a stat·e of being impressed with things outside of oneself, 

simply seeing exterior things as they are and reveal them

selves without seeing them through prior constructed 

concepts, images, or combined representations of reality 

arranged into whole frameworks. 10 The only intention behind 

these comments is to suggest that maybe such a pre-conceptual 

stage exists in politics, maybe it should be explored 

further; and maybe Friedrich has given place for it in his 

political thought, but simply not described it nor explored 

its significance. 

There is, however, another phase of intentionality 

which Friedrich neglects entirely. That is the notion and 

significance of the question in polities. What type of 

mental structure or set does this assume? What is the 

structure and position of a political question in the human 

lOThe thrust or the works of John Wild, Gabriel 
Marcel, and Martin Buber has been to point out the insuf
ficiencies or the mind's capacity to observe. Included in 
their rejection of observation is the understanding that it 
supposes one's removal from a situation of active involvement 
and participation in order to see abstractly in terms of 
concept formation which is intentionally partial. The notion 
of observation suggested here is a way of seeing all or a 
being, or situation as it reveals itself or shows itself 
independently of the mind's capacity to arrange concepts of 
the being or situation. It involves participation but the 
person does not exhaust himself in the work or functions 
performed. This would not be incompatible with the thought 
of Buber, Marcel, and Wild. 
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psyche or intentionality2 There has been a definite struggle 

in constitutional law to define precisely what constitutes a 

"political" question which is purported as being distinct and 

different from a judicial question which admits or reasoned 

determination. The significant thing is that whatever 

constitutes a "political question" is accepted and handled 

as a judge-made fiat, simply judges defining what type of 

question will be understood as constituting a political 

question. It might be enlightening, however, to see how the 

nature of a political question might be explored from the 

approach of intentionality. This approach would look at a 

political question in terms of the posture of the mind as it 

asks. 

The nature of the "political question" as seen from 

the perspective of intentionality is not far removed from 

the discourse found among legislators., public officials, and 

candidates for political office. Addressing themselves to 

situations believed to be problematic and lending themselves 

to solution, political figures will attempt to relate 

proposed solutions to values or ideas, guides, which people 

conceive as important. The first step to such a proposal is 

the question. Political figures do in fact ask such 

questions as: "What is the situation?"; "What is it?"; "Who 

is he?"; and "What is he doing?". 

In terms of intentionality, the significance of the 

question cannot be stressed too much, for the mental stance 
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assumed by one who questions is radically different from the 

one who observes. In its root, a question concerning a 

situation admitting a political solution receives its impetus 

from a change just as observation would. Given the material 

components or human existence in time and space a shift or 

change in such existence and detection of change prompts a 

search for exactly what has occurred. There will be a quest 

for what was the situation, what it is now, and then what 

could it be. This is the acknowledgment or potency and 

actuality existing apart from oneself at a given moment. 

When one observes such change, he merely allows it to be 

impressed upon his mind as it changes; he does not attempt to 

order it but allows that which he is observing to order 

itself, i.e., he notices what seems to follow in a pattern or 

what occurs in a constellation. In questioning, one 

approaches the change with preconceptions and attempts to see 

what is changing in the light of these, to what extent what 

occurs is consistent with what one has conceived already. The 

significant thing about questioning is that force and pressure 

is involved. There is a pressure exerted on the changing 

thing to show or reveal what is not apparent in the change 

itself. When one asks a question, he approaches the change 

with preconceptions, at least to the extent that he asks 

assuming what might be there or he could not ask the question. 

If it is acceptable to say that the political 

discourse is concerned with what men do in the face or change 
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and if men do ask questions before acting, it is important to 

know what lies behind the questions asked and answers given. 

Friedrich would say that answers or political solutions to 

problems are proposed in terms of and reasoned in terms or 

things people value or consider to be important. 11 It seems 

that simply a notion or "what people consider to be important" 

is too general and that a more specific notion of what it is 

that people consider to be important could be formulated. It 

seems that people consider one thing more important or more 

valuable in terms or their conception of human beings, i.e., 

their view or man, their notion of what he is in terms or his 

own or their own experience. Included in the notion or what 

man is can be round a notion, too, or his limits and possi

bilities. What men will propose as a solution to political 

problems, what they will accept as authority and legitimacy, 

what they need on the basis of rule and direction can 

ultimately be tied to what they conceive to be important in 

terms of how they see men. This can be seen in the way goods 

and services are distributed in a political community. In 

terms or what people value, institutions will be established 

to arrange for the distribution of resources conceived as 

contributions to the development of specific aspects or human 

existence in terms of how they are conceived to be more or 

less important. Most political discourse will take place 

when different solutions to problems conceived to exist within 
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change are proposed. Behind such differences can be found a 

system of value developed on the basis of a conception of man 

and which aspects of his existence are conceived to be more 

important in terms of the others. Politics consists in the 

development of solutions from among the various proposals. 

The problem with Friedrich is that he merely describes 

political discourse as the working out of such a solution, 

given values which compete with each other. 12 He does not 

explain how this "working out" takes place, nor does he see 

politics as possible when values conflict, when they 

conflict on the basis of different conceptions of human 

nature. 13 

Regardless of one's thoughts about this position of 

the concept of human nature as being at the base of value 

and the base of contention in political discourse and 

conflict resolution, if one sees the concept of human nature 

as present in political discourse at all, it would seem 

important to understand how conceptions of human nature can 

be formed and whether there are any non-conceptual elements 

in intentionality which have any importance. 

Phenomenologists such as Maurice Merleau-Ponty assume 

that all men have some concept of man which tells them what 

12Friedrich, !!!!, and His Government, p. 253. 

l3Ibid., p. 256. 
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men are, what they can expect of men, and then what they as 

individuals should and can do. 14 They would further say that 

this is built up through verstehen or simply the experience 

of living with other men, not studying other men. 15 It is 

intuited or simply known through participating in such 

associations. However, they would want to check, through 

observation and question, the processes through which a 

concept develops in a person even though it occurs without 

awareness of its development. 

While this is significant and perhaps a prior 

question, it would seem to be equally significant and not 

impossible to ask and answer the question of what are the 

components of a concept of human nature. The intent behind 

such a question would be to arrive at a notion of how one 

could go about finding commonness in different and 

conflicting conceptions of human nature. The purpose behind 

such an attempt would be to discover if there is any way in 

which men who speak and act politically in terms of different 

and conflicting conceptions or human nature could simply be 

understood and perhaps exist together. It would be 

meaningful, then, to find out, not how one does construct a 

conception of human nature, but how one=.!.!! possibly construct 

14see for example, Maurice Merleau-Ponty, Primacy of 
Perception ed. by James M. Edie (Northwestern university -
Press, 1964), and Phenomenology of Perce)tion, trans. by Colin 
Smith (New York: Humanities Press, I962. 

15Max Scheler, Nature of.Sympathy (Hamden, Conn.: 
Anchon Books, 1970), pp. 16'7 aoo 2I3-62f. 
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a conception of human nature. If new and different ways of 

constructing a conception of human nature can be found, it 

would seem likely to suppose that one could construct his 

own independently of that which he automatically and 

unawaredly accepted from the society in which he lived. At 

least, he could understand and appreciate the differences 

between conceptions of human nature in terms simply of 

a manifestation of man's capacity to formulate them. 

It would seem best to consider first, what all 

concepts or human nature seem to have beneath their different 

components. Concepts of human nature attempt to describe 

what man is. They are partial in the sense that they 

abstract a certain aspect of man from the whole of human 

experience and then describe all of human experience in 

terms of that one aspect. The Epicurean concept of man 

describes men as beings motivated by an awareness of their 

individual sensual mechanisms. 16 The platonic concept of 

man describes men as beings positing goals needed by 

sensual mechanism but which are conceived as good ·in terms of 

their over-all well-being.17 The eighteenth, nineteenth, and 

twentieth century liberal concept of man describes him as 

16Epicurus, Epicurus to Menoeceus, trans. by Cyril 
Bailey, in The stoic aha Epicurean Philosophers: The Complete 
Extant Writlngs or EpI'eurus, Epictetus, tucretius,~cus 
Aurelius, ed. by7ihltney J. oates (New York: Random House, 
1940), pp. 30-34. 

17Plato Lysis 221d and Symposium 200a-212d. 
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beings satisfying their own needs through the needs of 

others. 18 For Aristotle and Aquinas, men were conceived as 

beings telling others of their goala. 19 These are all 

attempts to describe what men are. They are unanimous in 

their acknowledgment of man as "being." He is an individual 

substance. They see this being as admitting variety or 

having qualities which exist, nevertheless, in the substance 

which is quantifiable, although not exclusively so. They 

all see men as moving in time and place and attempt to 

account for these. However, not only do they see men as 

being, as substance, they also see him in act. What he is 

now, but what he can become in the future. Not only are 

they beings motivated, positing, satisfying, and telling, 

they are beings potentially able to do so. They are beings 

relating to each other and existing in a situation. One 

could say that all concepts of man attempt to describe him in 

terms of substance, quality, accident, quantity, actuality, 

potentiality, time, apace, relation, situation, and 

intention.20 In a sense, these are categories which provide 

a framework within which all concepts of human nature can be 

18see for example, John Locke, Treatise of Civil 
Government and a Letter Concerning Toleration, trans. bf 
c. t. Sherman (New York: Appleton-O!ntury-crofta, 1937}. 

19Thomas Aquinas Summa Theologiae, I, 115, 1, and 
I-II, 27, 3; and Aristotle Nicomachean Ethics 1156b. 

20There are categories of being with which philoso
phical systems have dealt, describing them in various ways. 
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understood since all such descriptions seem to address them

selves to these focal points, regardless of the differences 

and varieties of approach. 

The next problem becomes one of discovering how it is 

possible to arrive at different conceptions of human nature 

even though there is a similarity among the categories which 

are used to describe men. To explore this question is to 

ask how it is possible to construct a conception of human 

nature. How is it possible to particularly describe the 

categories as they pertain to man? Is there a way in which 

the individual thinking person can construct a conception of 

man which is different from that in which he lives? 

Regardless of the problems raised by the empirical 

nature of the question concerning how, in fact, men do 

construct such concepts, I think it is possible to construct 

an alternative conception of human nature, while remaining 

within one's own social milieu and acting within it if he 

becomes aware of and uses two aspects of his human existence 

and experience. Use of these two aspects in constructing a 

conception of human nature will permit individual persons to 

be seen in terms of limits and possibilities, what they can 

become. This is a variation of the notion of potency, but 

this variation needs immediate explanation. Potency is a 

notion of what all men can do or actions they can perform 

and thought they can think given a common human existence in 
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time and space. 21 Becoming and a sense of limits and 

possibilities is a notion of how the individual can, with his 

own thought and will, develop himself personally within the 

potentiality of a common human existence. 22 The notion of 

becoming is a much fuller notion than potency because it 

permits the individual to be seen but grants his existence 

as a man. It is a notion of the individual as being capable, 

serving as metaphysical description, and man, in general, as 

having capacity as a necessary and definitive quality.23 The 

two aspects of human experience which enable men to construct 

conceptions of human nature are awareness of the internal 

senses which is a way of knowing oneself developed by the 

existentialists-phenomenologists described in Chapter IV; the 

other aspect is a "way of life. 1124 

21The origin of such a notion of potency might be 
traced through the history of philosophy to Aristotle 
Metaphysics, 1040-52. 

22The notion of becoming has recently been developed 
by existentialist thinkers such as discussed in Chapter IV; 
however, they should not see it within the context of the 
common human existence in time and space. 

23This notion is claimed by the present author. 

2411way of life" is a notion used by various scholars 
such as Paul Taylor, Normative Discourse (Englewood Cliffs, 
N.J.: Prentice-Hall, Inc., 1961); Theodore H. White, Making 
of the President, 1968 (New York: Atheneum Publishers, 1969); 
Ta"mes McGregor Burns, Presidential Government: Crucible of 
Leadership (New York: Avon Books, 19b5J. This concept isnot 
used by any of these scholars in precisely the same .way. As 
formulated and redefined here, it is hoped that the defi
nition will include the salient notions from all definitions, 
attempting to articulate that which they vaguely and loosely 
intend it to mean as understood from the way they use it. 
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The suggestion here is that the awareness of a notion 

of "way of life" can enable men to construct a conception of 

human nature which takes cognizance of and puts into 

perspective most aspects of human experience. The notion or 

way of life and awareness of this notion are both made 

possible by the thought of Husserl, Heidegger, and Scheler, 

as shown in Chapter rv. It supposes that men can become 

aware of themselves as persons apart from society, they can 

control their emotions such that they can know that some 

things are, are not, and possibly can be. It makes use of 

their notion of state of being, which is, in fact, concept 

formation stage of intentionality in which one is aware or 

what he does not know as he experiences the tensions 

resulting from recognizing an ideal self he has set for 

himself as well as a self society expects him to achieve, or 

in terms of which it expects him to act. Way of life, 

however, is not a concept formation stage, nor preconceptual, 

nor is it mere~y awareness of concepts or objects. It is 

rather an understanding of how one acts or will act after, 

but in addition to, awareness of a concept. It includes 

the notion of guides or principles of action as concepts and 

includes them, but it is more than this. Way of life is an 

understanding of how one must both think and act if he is to 

achieve an ideal self or live according to guides and 

principles implied, regardless or what the ideal self is. 

It supposes that all men at least have some notion of an 
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ideal self, but the significant thing is not what this ideal 

self is. 25 This makes no difference. It is not a notion of 

which one must think or what one must do, but how one thinks 

and does whatever it is. It is an attempt to describe 

procedure or action, the achieving and striving, not the goal 

itself. As distinct from the thought of Husserl, Heidegger, 

and Scheler, it attempts to describe how one can see his 

experience itself as an entire constellation of thought 

and feeling rather than isolated portions or thought and 

feelings, as distinct from that prescribed by the social 

milieu in which one exists. While way of life can be under

stood and defined as well as talked about, it exists in 

action and one can understand a way of life fully by experi

encing it and observing it being experienced, not only by 

hearing and reading descriptions. On the other hand, a 

concept exists in the mind and has manifestations in action. 

To the extent that it can be conceptualized, these words 

suffice; however, its existence can be found only in the 

actuality of human affairs. 

The suggestion here is that either an awareness of a 

specific way of life or living a specific way or life can 

enable one to construct a conception of human nature. If 

one is aware that such a life exists, this is sufficient; 

but if he can live this way or life, understanding might be 

deeper. However, in either case, one can, given this way 

25This construction is built by the present author. 
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of life construct an alternative way of life. The specific 

way of life can be described as a life of spontaneity. One 

can construct, on the basis of it, a deep and satisfying 

concept since it attempts to describe a way or knowing both 

man in general and his limits and possibilities as an 

individual. At the same time, it is merely a way in which 

the person can know how he describes or fills the categories 

descriptive of being as they pertain to man. 

Exciting is probably the first characteristic which 

comes to mind when one attempts to describe this way or 

life. It is only naturally so because a life or spontaneity 

is primarily a life of consciousness or movement, through 

time and space, through stages of development as well as the 

on-going expending of energy. The human person is seen as a 

creative force energized in some cases by himself, by others, 

or by principles. While these principles constitute the 

goals or striving and in some cases are seen as giving 

energy, the release of potential energy always depends on a 

person's will. Actualization of a goal or an ideal self 

depends upon the energy one can muster to shape his person

ality. This is a searching way of life in which truth and 

goodness are over-powering and elude man's final possession, 

but portions of which he can discover and in which he can 

delight for brief periods. It is therefore a life of joy 

derived from searching, not only in the possession of the 

goal of the search. Direction according to principles 
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involves the projection of ideas, their actualization, then 

their subjection to scrutiny, criticism, and reformation. 

The relentless pursuit of truth and goodness is made possible 

by fathomless human energy, which may wax or wane in the 

individual. While the energy is self-activating in the 

person, it remains potential until activated by the 

inspiration or another person. By his thought, words, or 

actions, the other person "sparks" or brings into motion the 

energy, power, and will to strive toward the actualization of 

ideals which energy had remained dormant until receiving 

impetus from another person. Such a life is characterized by 

caring for others. Involved is the constant awareness of the 

possible striving and hopes of others in the actualization 

of which one might be instrumental. This is a life or 

uncertainty and risk taking. It depends upon others for 

self-actualization, a situation of human cooperation in 

which persons subject themselves to principles. It is 

predicated upon the assumption that men will subject them

selves to principles and one assumes he will not be taken 

advantage of when he subjects himself. Realizing that men 

will, in fact, often take advantage of his subjection will 

not deter him from assuming that in particular cases the 

opposite will happen, nor does it deter him from acting and 

acting on the assumption that men will in fact subject 

themselves and not take advantage of him. Given the fact 

that subjection depends upon the will and is never certain, 
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a life of spontaneity involves the excitement and tension 

which accompanies the risk and chances one takes when he 

relies on another person. The life of spontaneity is a life 

of strenuous involvement in which one realizes that he and 

his actions have effects on others which may either damage 

their potential or actualize it. Such an awareness involves 

the readiness and willingness to cooperate and exchange 

ideas with all those one meets for the sake of others as well 

as for one's own sake. The tension which accompanies involve

ment with others is the unknown element which rests behind 

its activities. One never knows the impact he has made on 

another. Perhaps he has made a tremendous positive impact 

on the life of another person; maybe he has had none; maybe 

he has had a negative impact which thwarted the potential of 

another. With these thoughts, one can only conclude that, in 

addition to being an exciting life, it is a life of serious

ness. It is a life of exercising reason as well as 

expending energy. Motivation to exercise reason may come 

from the will, but spontaneity submits to reason, conscious

ness, deliberation, and principles and directs its energy. 

Hence the mood which characterizes a life of spontaneity is 

one of seriousness as well as excitement. One directs 

himself according to principles and deliberates the alter

natives presented by his consciousness in terms of their 

conformity to goodness and truth before he decides which will 

be chosen for creation in human reality. 
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As a device to describe man in terms of the 

categories of being, the life of spontaneity is valuable 

because it will provide every means possible with which man 

can say yes to life and his hope for achievement of goals he 

posits for himself. It is a life which will not take no for 

an answer and provides the means of support necessary to say 

yes when failure seems certain. It permits man to see 

possibility between the cracks of necessity, exterior to 

himself which may be found in social conditions. When the 

odds of reason forecast necessary and certain limits outside 

of himself, failure is not accepted but one with energy and 

support will not cease striving until he is convinced that 

he has exhausted all possibility and then with resignation 

acknowledges his limits. As a means whereby one can 

formulate a conception of human nature, the life of 

spontaneity is an adequate tool, since it is a strenuous 

life. By living it, men will be forced to use all the 

potency and power at their disposal, exerting it against the 

limitations in the environment, and using the possibilities 

available in the environment, i.e., other beings. Under 

such strenuous exercise of thought and action, the person 

can become aware of himself and his position in relation to 

other beings, thereby making it more likely that the concept 

of human nature formulated will reflect a meaning which can 

be ascribed to things exterior to the individual and a 

meaning less subject to his own partial biased feelings and 

desires. 
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All this is simply to say that a concept 1 and more 

particularly a concept or human nature 1 is built within and 

generated by one's state or being. It is generated by and 

is within the human intentional structure when man reflects 

his entire existence 1 what society expects or him and tells 

him how man is 1 what he expects or himself in terms or an 

ideal self 1 the emotional tensions between these two1 and 

the attempt to observe and understand as well as give 

meaning to his observations. Concept of human nature is not 

something given to the individual by the group and does not 

constitute his only source of meaning but is one component 

of these meanings. Nor do social prescriptions formulated 

by the concept of human nature constitute the only source of 

an ethical ought. Rather it is one component in such an 

ethical system. This nottoa of the concept seen in the 

intentional structure of subjectivity is that formulated by 

John Wild 1 however 1 it is to point out the components of the 

state of being which influence the construction or such a 

concept which Wild does not do. 

The life of spontaneity 1 however 1 will not alone 

enable one to construct an alternative conception of human 

nature. In addition1 one must be acutely aware of his 

emotional reactions as he lives the life of spontaneity. 

Therefore 1 it is necessary for him to reflect upon the 

internal senses as he moves through this way of life since 

it is the internal senses which receive emotional reactions. 
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rt is through such reflection that the person can know 

himself in terms of his limits and possibilities. Awareness 

of limits and possibilities allow one to describe the 

categories of being as they pertain to man. 

What then, can be said of the internal senses. 26 In 

the first place, there is the common sense which integrates 

external sensation. It also constitutes sensory awareness 

in so far as the external senses can be experienced together 

as external sensation, not as senses individually. The 

common sense also discriminates between sensibles. The 

imaginative sense retains and recalls species of the common 

sense, and constructs new species by combining elements of 

the old sensations. The cogitative sense compares 

experiences and infers a particular judgment. These are 

judgments made in a particular instance. One experiences a 

particular situation and formulates a judgment of the 

sensation he experiences. It is a knowing from the situation 

not from the nature or idea of what is in the situation. The 

important thing is that there is a place in consciousness 

where man can become aware of emotions. The emotions are 

the contents or objects of the internal senses; they are not 

26The purely descriptive discussion of the structure 
of the internal senses contained in this paragraph can be 
found in Aristotle and Thomistic thinking as explained in 
Chapter II and can be found in the literature of contemporary 
thinkers who espouse this position such as Henri Renard and 
Martino. Vaske, Philosophy of Man (Milwaukee: Bruce 
Publishing Co., 1950); and George"""°P. 10.ubertanz, Philosophy of 
Human Nature (New York: Appleton-Century-Crofts, 1953). 
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aware of the emotions. 
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Reflection on these senses can enable men to know 

much about themselves. These sensations are aware or the 

emotions which are themselves the tensions and relaxations 

which constitute part of the human condition known as 

"state or being. 1127 The tensions are those inconsistencies 

which men undergo as they contemplate their entire 

experience in an effort to conceptualize or bring an object 

before their attention. The internal senses are receptive 

to forces both within man's own personal body and mental 

world as well as in his environment. They are passive and 

act as conduits through which man becomes aware of his 

surroundings. External sensations deal with those things 

men need to live, and passively conduct messages as to their 

proximity to the internal senses. The emotions, however, 

are a movement of man into his environment with certain 

selective objects in mind which constitute his conception of 

what is good in terms of the needs. One can be aware or 

unaware of the object of the search. Tensions and relaxations 

develop when one experiences the strivings for the objects 

conceived as good. In terms of the classical notion, one 

experiences tensions or relaxation in terms of his proximity 

to the objects posited as an object of need or as a good. 

27 11state of being" is here understood as described 
in Chapter III. 
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The suggestion of this essay is, however, that men can become 

aware of tensions or emotions on this level, but also on 

another level. The other level is a tension mounting and 

relaxation ensuing when: (A) one is positing a goal or 

conceptualizing; (B) one becomes aware of inconsistencies 

between the self he would like to become and the one 

prescribed for him by society; (C) one strives to achieve 

the ideal he has set for himself; (D) one strives to obtain 

objects in his environment conceived to be necessary for his 

self-development. Therefore, to summarize,emotions always 

have objects which cause them to exist as tensions or 

relaxations in the person's internal senses to which 

reflection can attend in order to learn of one's state of 

being and ultimately one's limits and possibilities. The 

object can be posited by the person himself or he can be 

unaware of its existence but it always causes him to undergo 

tension or relaxation whether it is an ideal self, an object 

conceived as good for need satisfaction, or the 

inconsistencies between an ideal self and the self prescribed 

by society. The new type of tension or emotional experience 

suggested here has the experience of conceptualizing, i.e., 

the experience of awe and admiration before what is and 

what is not as one attempts synthetically to grasp what is, 

as also an object of emotion or causing itself an experience 

of both tension and relaxation. 
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Regardless of the object, a certain order can be seen 

in the emotions. As emotions move through man, they are not 

random and haphazard, nor are they of necessity moving in 

response merely to forces outside man. While they may be 

this type of movement, they are also subject to direction of 

the will. One can control the nature of emotions by the will 

which can direct objects of emotions, setting thereby 

different states of tensions and relaxation. This is simply 

manifest in the fact that emotions are always set off by 

objects or goals. If no goal could be seen as the object of 

emotions, then one could properly say that there was no 

possibility that the will entered into ,the situation of 

controlling the emotions. The fact seems to be, however, 

that most often goals set by individuals are themselves the 

objects of emotions, whether one is aware of his role in the 

setting of them or not. In addition, one can become aware of 

himself as setting alternative goals and objects with 

different tensions and relaxations developing in correspon

dence. 

Therefore, if an object is assumed as capable or 

being posited by the will, an order can be found in the 

emotional states. If men can be seen to direct themselves 

toward a good, or more aptly expressed, toward a notion of 

the good as they perceive it, even if it is perceived on 

various levels, the general emotional state which results 

from this direction is love. If the good toward which one 
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is directed is not yet possessed, desire is the emotional 

state. If the good is difficult to obtain, but is 

obtainable, the emotional state which one experiences is 

hope. It the good is finally possessed, joy is the result. 

Happiness is the state which overrides and persists 

throughout the various states. However, if the good is 

difficult and unobtainable, the state is despair. 

When the object, on the other hand, is perceived 

as evil, different emotional states swing into experience 

and reveal equally as well states of being. In this state, 

the movement is away from the object perceived. The move

ment experienced by the person is passing into and out of 

the person, away from the object. The general state is 

that of hate. If the evil is not present, sadness is the 

accompanying emotional state. If the good is absent, the 

state is of lack, emptiness. If the evil is avoidable, but 

difficult to avoid, the state of avoidance is one of boldness 

or daring. If the evil is difficult and insurmountable in 

its possibilities of avoidance, tear or anxiety is the 

resulting emotion. If the evil object is present and to be 

rejected or surmounted with difficulty, the resulting state 

is anger, a motivation to avoid the evil. 

The significant thing is that all these emotional 

states are traceable to the life or spontaneity and can be 

found there. The minute one posits or notices a goal or a 

good, he is involved. Something is created between the 
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thing and the person, if only it is an awareness of the self 

as different from the object. As he begins to move forth to 

meet the goal, or even to create the goal or to conceptualize, 

risks are taken, since a move from a stationary, if not a 

secure place, is at hand. Such a move presumes courage, at 

least to try. If the goal is difficult despair is a 

possibility; but upon motivation by the will, hope is a 

possibility, too. If the good is achieved, joy is the 

result; but despair is a possibility too, if the endeavor is 

not pursued energetically. Pursuance of the goal may be 

exciting and certainly it would require deliberation and 

attention as well as serious effort. If one is not satisfied 

with one goal and its achievement, he may strive for yet 

another in an on-going process of development, which is 

certainly a searching and spontaneous life. 

on the other hand, how can the internal senses be 

associated with the categories of being in such a way as to 

reveal limits and possibilities2 Simply the notion of an 

object of orientation toward a good or evil implies that man 

is, at least in some ways, a being involved in space. 

Whether in consciousness or in physical reality, man experi

ences desire, aversion, and boldness, thus seeing himself 

both moved and moving on his own momentum. The category of 

place is appropriately descriptive of him in both ways. 

Time is appropriate to him also, because he notices that he 

passes through variations of the same emotion which he calls 
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by the same name, more or less desire, more or less aversion. 

As he moves through space and time, he can measure and 

differentiate this movement in terms of transformations in 

his body, if in no other ways. Through the experience of 

desire and aversions, he can know that he is a substance, 

that he is, at least in some ways, capable of motivating 

himself. In other words, in some instances, he moves on his 

own momentum. In these two respects, he recognizes himself 

as a substance, something which is, and is in and of itself. 

By experiencing the various opposite states, joy versus 

sadness, love versus hate, man can know himself as "I." He 

knows that the I which was pronounced yesterday in a fit of 

rage is in some ways the same I which is loving today. 

Still, there was something different. He recognizes, thereby, 

that he is a substance to which qualities are pertinent. 

Some things exist in him and residing there for a time, will 

eventually pass out or him. Recognizing these passages, he 

is aware of himself as being in act and at a particular time 

with certain qualities, but with opportunities to take on 

new qualities and therefore knows himself as potent. Through 

the experiences or opposite emotions, he can know that they 

are different in that attraction is involved in one and 

aversion seems to exist in the other. Still there is some

thing which is the same, whicn might be described as the 

capacity of man, the being, to relate himself to various 

objects in his environment. Relation, in that other persons 
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might be involvedJ can itself be elucidated by love and hate 

in that both are possible. The relation known as caring in 

an emotional state of being in a life of spontaneity can 

degenerate into hate and aversion. With the contemplation 

of hope and despair men can become aware of themselves in a 

situationJ the capacity of being to order a situation. Men 

can become aware of their situation by experiencing conflic

ting emotions of hope and despair in it when they are faced 

with the prospect of ordering priorities within itJ or in 

other wordsJ parceling out the attention and care given to 

each one. It is in all these various and sometimes opposed 

ways that man becomesJ that he becomes aware of himself and 

then becomes a person. This is accomplishedJ or can be 

accomplishedJ by living a spontaneous way of lifeJ seeing 

oneself through emotional statesJ but recognizing the 

structure of being upon which he is building himself. In 

this wayJ he becomes aware of himself as an individual 

suppositJ i.e.J as a substance. He can also become aware 

of the descriptions he is giving to categories and thus 

build a conception of man in general. 

When men think of themselves in terms of persons or 

individual substancesJ they can become aware of their 

position in a hierarchy of beingJ especially is this soJ if 

men think of themselves engaged in personality creation or 

positing goals which they will strive to become. The best 

way to explain this notion is simply to look at the difference 
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between emotional states or hope and despair and to consider 

what it is possible to posit as limits or man and possibili

ties. With the experience of despair, man can become aware 

or his limits. Upon such an experience, one can try to 

understand why he is in despair. He will realize that 

because he is a man, he seems to be falling out of existence, 

i.e., changing in such a way that his fallible and finite 

nature is apparent. In this, he is limited by time and 

space. However, hope can be seen as a possible alternative 

emotional state or being. The only reasonable basis upon 

which this state can be preferred is simply that there are 

certain indications, in thinking and language, which suggest 

that there are certain characteristics of man which suggest 

a spiritual aspect of man, one not subject to change through 

time and space, which seems to be boundless. Indeed, it 

might be said that the emotions are themselves without bounds. 

At any rate, hope has been talked about, defined, and used 

by men throughout the ages. One is sometimes free to -choose 

this as a basis for belief in a spiritual existence. This 

immediately suggests the beginning of a hierarchy of being, 

with man at a lower state of being, beneath something which 

defies his ability to explain, but the existence or which he 

can acknowledge, although this "can" acknowledge does not 

imply that he "must" acknowledge it. 

If there is anything which the life of spontaneity 

can reveal about human experience which constitutes a 
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contribution to a conception of human nature 1 it would be the 

distinction between potency 1 capacity 1 and possibilities and 

limitations as they pertain to man. 

Potency can be understood as a power possessed by 

all men. For example 1 all men have the potentiality to 

satisfy their needs. They all can see that they have 

sensual 1 emotional 1 and intellectual needs which can be 

satisfied by objects outside of their orbit of control 1 but 

they can see that they have the potency or power to bring 

such objects into their orbit. However1 actualization of 

this potency in particular instances is a phenomenon of 

existence. Actualization depends on favorable conditions 

developing the ease and facility with which the person 

pursues the objects. Actualization depends also upon the 

conditions of time and space which manipulate or regulate 

the objects available to the person exercising his potency. 

Time and space can be seen as forces external to the 

person which create the limitations and possibilities against 

which and with which he must act if he is to exercise his 

potency or power to satisfy need. Possibilities and 

limitations are within the range or choice. Therefore 1 a 

person might have potency 1 but not possibility and they must 

be understood as two different and distinct elements of human 

experience. 

However1 actualization of potency is not only 

conditioned by objects 1 but also by the ease with which one 
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exercises the power or how he goes about pursuing objects. 

one could not say that this facility or ease is potency, nor 

possibility, nor a limitation. It is rather a capacity to act 

or think. It is a capacity in the sense that one receives 

it, absorbs it, or holds it; he does not hold it inherently 

as a possession as in the case or power or potency, but 

holds it as a gift which he has a capacity to receive. He 

receives it as a gift which he may desire or want to receive 

which reception or openness to the reception is his and 

depends on his will, but whose it is not his own to take. 

Ease in satisfying needs and pursuing objects is another 

facet of human experience which could be called capacity, 

which is not an object nor a potency, but something which is 

the gift of facility in pursuing objects and goals. In a 

sense, when one pursues an object, capacity to do so 

accompanies the pursuit, but which facility is not the 

pursuing itself. 

This suggests that when one attempts to answer the 

question as to "what is man?", it would be more feasible 

given the goal of as full a picture as possible, to begin 

with man as having capacities, not only needs. Simply saying 

capacities, leaves the conception of man open in such a way 

that man can be seen as having needs and capacities to meet 

them, but also capacities for other things besides pursuing 

needs, which may or may not be specified as needs or even 

specifiable, conceivable, or observable at all at any one 

particular time. 
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The significance of this conception of man with 

capacities can be seen by looking at the life of spontaneity. 

As was suggested in the brief description, this life is 

object oriented. It is predicated on the assumption that 

there are things outside of the individual which he pursues 

in some ways, that is, he has needs which he can meet. Not 

too many people would deny that man has needs and capacities 

to meet them; however, they usually fail to see the 

significance of what can possibly occur in the pursuit of 

these goals, i.e., the significance of the capacities. In 

the life of spontaneity, while men were pursuing goals, many 

other things were going on commensurately, over and above 

and in addition to the pursuit of the goals or objects. 

Reflection on the internal senses could reveal that other 

things were being experienced besides obtaining possession 

or an object or calculating the most efficient and quickest 

route between two points. Namely, accompanying pursuit 

there was excitement, searching, caring, risking, involvement, 

deliberation, seriousness. All these are capacities of man, 

which accompany, but are not necessarily included within need 

satisfaction or goal orientation. They are capacities in 

addition to needs satisfaction, calling for attention in 

their own right. They are capacities which facilitate the 

pursuit of goals which are the products of the will and 

choice to receive, but are themselves not the result of the 

individual's will. Even when man pursues needs, he is still 
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not simply a being of needs, neither can he be so 

conceptualized. Rather he is a being of capacities. 

In order to elaborate further the substantive nature 

of these capacities, i.e., what man can do in terms or these 

capacities, as distinct from the potency or power to pursue 

goals, it will be informative to think again in terms of the 

life of spontaneity. In the life of spontaneity, men can be 

seen to have the capacity to transcend themselves. This 

is not a need, but something men can do or cannot do depending 

upon themselves and their will, but it is not inherently bound 

up with need satisfaction and can exist with it, but need 

satisfaction is not an experience which of necessity includes 

transcendence. Manifest in caring and risking in the life of 

spontaneity there is man's capacity to go beyond himself, out 

of himself'. This is his capacity to become aware of himself 

as distinct from but similar to others. It is often said 

that men have need to exist in society. The argument is 

predicated on the observation that men have needs of a 

physical and or an intellectual nature which other men can 

satisfy. This might take place in intellectual exchanges and 

verbal dialogues. However, it is seldom noticed that within 

the context of communication based on needs, there is created 

thereby the occasion for the existence of something which is 

not need satisfaction, but rather a capacity which man can 

or cannot exercise. Again, it is not a need; men can live 

without it. Through such communication, men have the 

capacity to become aware of themselves as distinct from, but 
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similar to others. Again, it is not necessary that it happen, 

but it may happen. Neither is it specified or specifiable by 

the prescriptions of society. 

This is a way of knowing in which one individual 

knows another as a person, not as merely embodying the roles 

of society, nor as manifesting the roles and prescriptions 

of society. If the whole of human experience is to be 

elucidated, this way of knowing must be explored in addition 

to the social way of knowing, or the way in which men know 

each other through the roles and common understanding of the 

roles prescribed by society. This way of knowing could be 

called interpenetration. It is different from the notions 

of verstehen in Scheler. 28 However, it is similar to the 

notion of intersubjectivity found in Marcel and Buber. It 

relies upon and uses certain aspects of Heidegger's notion 

of ecstasy. 

The notion of interpenetration could be explored in 

this way. When two persons meet for the first time, they 

are immediately aware of externals, i.e., the roles in 

society which the person occupies, and the external body 

movements. One is immediately aware that the person before 

28rt is different from Scheler•s thought in that 
the notion presented here describes how capacity can be 
recognized, not how persons can be known. For example, see 
Max Scheler, Nature of S~mpathy, p. 168. I am suggesting 
that capacity is tfieais inctive trait of personality and 
that it can be recognized. 
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him is other than he is. He has a different body and 

existence. This is sufficient to create a polarity, two 

differents. However, within this polarity, awareness of 

similarity can also be created. Noticing body movements, one 

can recall how his own body movements are themselves expres

sions of moods and feelings, which are manifestations of 

personality, i.e., manifestations of what happens inside when 

the person is seen morally and in terms of moral development, 

becoming. This development can be seen, while one might not 

see the object or goals of the development. One can see the 

development, but not what is being developed. This is so 

because the person specifies for himself what he will become 

and the emotions are manifestations to others of the processes 

of striving. Knowing this in himself, the person can imagine 

that it is going on in the other, too. capacity to become, or 

capacity to develop is an eXperience which one person can 

recognize in another and can form the basis of a mutual 

knowing which can be called interpenetration. Personal 

development is that capacity which men can see and recognize 

as an experience which they share and in terms of which they 

are similar. Interpenetration, the recognition of similarity, 

is that which begins to fill the space which was created by 

the awareness of and observance of difference. Inter

penetration proceeds through the polarity first, inspired to 

move by the will. It is in terms of this movement that 

persons reveal to each other the different worlds of meanings 



175 

and understandings they have of all facets of human 

experience, which meanings and understandings they have them

selves constructed. They also reveal what their goals and 

projects are, what they are striving to become. 29 Inter

penetration supposes a state of being, as described in 

Chapter r:v in which a person contemplates his entire 

experience and existence prior to arranging or constructing 

concepts. However, in that interpenetration supposes 

personality development, it moves on to the point which a 

person is striving to become in terms of concepts he has 

constructed, some of which are conceptions of an ideal self. 

Nevertheless, interpenetration is a manifestation of man•s 

capacity and desire to tell others who he is. 

Why are men unable to exercise or actualize their 

capacities? I would suggest that these failures can be seen 

in situations of involvement but, it is not willful involve

ment. Rather, it is an unaware involvement, a failure to 

distinguish oneself from his environment. It is the 

29The notion of being as revealing itself is highly 
significant. It is a borrowing from Scheler, Nature of 
Sympathy, pp. 101-02. It is to suggest, as he, that men 
know each other and being in their environment by partici
pating in activities. It is to suggest, however, that a 
certain facet or existence is revealed and that is capacity 
which Scheler would generally describe as person. It is to 
suggest that capacity can be known, and that it can be known 
or recognized by an observer who wants to see what is 
revealed but has no desire to see any specific object or 
capacity and only if that which is being observed permits 
itself or himself to be seen. While certain aspects or being 
can be known through questions, certain aspects can be 
observed only if the being itself acts to disclose or reveal 
these. 
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incapacity to become aware of the ways in which one is 

different and similar to others. The problem is one of 

awareness, of knowing one's personality. This is simply the 

inability to stand off and look at a situation from outside 

it or above it. It is a structure of consciousness which 

directs its attention to something other than itself. In 

addition, it might be the inability to see one's self in a 

situation, to objectify one's self and thereby submit one's 

self to critical examination. It might also be the other 

movement, the inability to abstract one's self from a 

situation and look at one•s self out of any context, in and 

of himself. To fail to exercise capacity is simply to remain 

imbedded in a situation unable to distinguish one•s self 

from it. It is in this sense that involvement is 

involuntary and results in the inability to exercise one's 

capacities. 

Probably the most significant point here is that 

while it is possible to construct a conception of human 

nature by conceiving man as having capacities, the next 

problem is that of explaining how persons relate to each 

other if they, as persons, are conceived as being capable. 

How does one person relate to another if he is capable? To 

ask this question is to ask how men relate to each other 

without concepts and to explain how persons see capacity to 

develop and become in each other, and then how the process 

of interpenetration occurs. 



To explain this process, it might be best to first 

explain how men relate to each other through concepts and 

then show by contrast, how men relate without concepts. 

Regardless of what motivates men to live together, as soon 
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as they find themselves in situations with others, they must 

know what to expect that the other person will do. At a 

minimum, concepts serve to permit one person to expect what 

the others should do, if not, also, what they will do.3° 

Most philosophers would agree that men are motivated to 

participate with each other to obtain satisfaction of needs 

and use each other to this end. 31 Some will elaborate types 

of needs, sensual, emotional, and intellectual. Others will 

say that need satisfaction is only one reason why men 

participate in group life; but all will, at some level, say 

that men participate to satisfy their needs. The signi

ficant thing is that regardless of the type of need, the 

object which will satisfy the need will change under the 

conditions of time and space. So, too, men themselves will 

change; but there is still the necessity to know what one can 

expect from others. Concepts attempt to provide a "clot" in 

3°'rhis seems to be the notion of John Wild, Existence 
and the World of Freedom (Englewood Cliffs, N.J.: Prentlce
JtaD . .';-rnc., 196'3"), pp. 86-101, 178-99. 

31Talcott Parsons, et al., "The General Theory of 
Action," and "Values., Motives,and Systems of Action," in 
Toward a General Theory of Action, ed. by Talcott Parsons and 
Edmund r. shl!s (New Yorlc: Harper and Row, Publishers, 
1951), pp. 3-279. 
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time and space, specifying and defining in whole pictures 

how objects and persons will be understood. They serve to 

give abstracted meanings to human experience, directing man 

as to what, where, and when.32 The goal is to give meaning 

to the distribution of objects of need.33 The concept of 

human nature is crucial here because it tells what is 

essential and accidental about a specific person, what is 

essential and then what is qualitative so that he can be 

given what he needs.34 Qualities and accidents provide ways 

in which persons can be compared and weighed with objects of 

need satisfaction. Concepts tell a person what he must have 

and do as well as what he need·s and then, as a person in a 

group, what he can expect others to do in the distribution 

of needed objects. 

However, if persons have capacities which are not 

needs, not objects, nor powers, but which are non-conceptual 

and simply ways of doing things, not what is being done, nor 

what one can expect, a relationship between persons which is 

based on concepts can never exhaust the whole of human 

experience or existence. Given the person's capacity to 

32current political science would not say that 
concepts are necessary for the practical politician to do this. 

33current political science would confine the duty of 
politics to his isolated experience in human existence. 

34current political science would not agree that this 
is necessary. 
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change and develop, a concept which is specific and 

definitive can never be used to describe a person. At least, 

it cannot be presumed that a person can be totally and 

completely embraced within a role set by the group. When 

men relate with each other, it is likely to suppose that 

they relate by means of concepts but since these do not 

exhaust man, it is equally likely to suppose that they 

relate also on a non-conceptual basis. 

The question is, therefore, how does one relate with 

another without concepts, how does one see capacity in 

another and relate to him on that basis. The crux of a 

non-conceptual type relationship can be described very 

briefly by saying that it is an attempt not to relate to 

others by "anticipating their reactions," to use earl J. 

Friedrich's terminology. It would involve the attempt not 

to enclose the person in a concept of what he is, what his 

characteristics are, what he intends, what his goals are, 

and what he is doing. Rather, it is the attempt to observe 

these and allow the person to reveal these himself, to show 

them himself, attempting to see not what he will do, but 

what he might be capable of doing, not what he is thinking, 

but what he might be capable of thinking, not what he is, 

but what he might be capable of becoming, and not what 

characteristics he has, but what characteristics he might be 

capable of having. While one must approach another in terms 

of concepts, expecting certain types of actions and words 



from another, since this is, too, an inherently human 

capacity, the attempt would be to minimize these expectations 

by assuming a certain mental set. 

When men attempt to relate to each other without 

concepts, they construct as many possible concepts of what a 

person might be capable of being, having, and doing, 

acknowledging none as all inclusive and exclusive. They 

would attempt to see what is not present in the person as 

well as what is there and what might be there. One would 

examine how he constructed any concepts of the person, 

searching for his own emotions and biases. Then, he would 

put the concepts which he used to relate to the person in the 

unconscious realm of habit and protocol, not allowing these 

habitual ways or thinking and acting to dominate the 

conscious communication, being on the alert, on the other 

hand, for that which is unexpected. This is descriptive of 

the mental set one assumes if he is to relate to others 

without concepts. 

Which power or potency does man in_general possess 

which enables him to formulate concepts as well as become 

aware of being and reality outside of concepts on a non

conceptual level, i.e., simply as things are in and of them

selves. The actualization of these two potencies is made 

possible by the will. This is a component of the state of 

being which directs the experiences which occur therein. It 

is simply an inherent striving by the person, possessed by 
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all men, to search out a being other than himself of which he 

can stand in awe and admiration because it is greater than 

himself in some way.35 It is this striving which motivates 

a person to look at other beings without his own self

constructed concepts which are biased or can be biased in 

terms of their significance to him. It is this which 

motivates men to formulate concepts and revise them again and 

again in terms of newly discovered facets of the being, the 

newly discovered facets being the impetus behind concept 

formation, but which would not be discovered unless the 

motivation to see a being for what it was in and of itself 

were there. Without this motivation, new information would 

not become available. Seeing a being in and of itself is 

simply standing in awe of it, seeing it in terms of its 

entirety, in terms of its wholeness with fit and consistency, 

not only its parts. Wholeness would imply all the facets of 

its existence, including its relationship with other beings, 

but seeing all this with a glance of admiration. This is 

simply acknowledging that something exists behind it or gave 

it an impetus which was not one's own and which something 

might be more powerful than one's own self. It is the 

striving for this experience of admiration which prompts 

concept formation as well as constitutes the motivation 

behind the non-conceptual facets or human experience, 

35There is a notion of "admiration" in Marcel's 
thought. Gabriel Marcel, Man Against Mass Society, trans. by 
G. S. Fraser ( Chicago: Henry Regnery -rn>:"; 196'/), p. 207. 
However, it is not treated as the human faculty generating 
conceptual and non-conceptual relations among men. 
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especially the shifts in states or being from despair to 

hope, from sadness to joy, from hate to love, as was 

described in the last chapter. 

The discussion in this chapter has attempted to 

describe a way in .which alternative conceptions of human 

nature can be built. It has attempted to point out, too·, 

that conceptions of human nature provide the thinking 

behind those human relations which are eXpected, defined, 

and function to satisfy needs. Conceptions of human nature 

are formulated within the intentional structure of the person 

by the will. Constituted by a striving for a being in which 

one can stand in admiration, the will also activates the 

potency all men have to relate to each other without 

concepts. This is the potency men have to see each other 

and relate to each other in terms of capable beings not in 

terms or functions which they may serve or what they seem to 

be. To see men in this way is to think in terms or two ways 

or knowing, that between the object and the questioner, the 

approach of science, and that between being and observer, 

the approach or revelation. In the first way or knowing, 

one experiments with reality in terms or what he knows about 

it already in order to know more and to force it to show him 

more. In the second way or knowing, one watches reality for 

what it will show him as it discloses itself supposing that 

failure to know is not the fault of experimental mechanisms 

nor the deviousness of reality, but the imperfections or 
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one's own sensational, emotional, and intellectual potencies 

and capacities. 

When the political thinker looks at political 

discourse and political activity in terms of a framework of 

intentionality the problem becomes obviously one of 

determining where in the entire range of such activity and 

discourse each respective way of knowing can be .found and, 

given the willful nature of knowing, where it should be 

found. In other words, when one can and when does one 

formulate concepts in politics, when can and does he merely 

act and behave in terms of concepts, and when can and does 

he act without concepts2 Such questions involve, not only 

human capacities as have been described in past chapters, 

but also the nature of political discourse and activity. 



CHAPTER VI 

PUBLIC CONSCIOUSNESS 

The hope of this chapter is to develop a notion of 

public consciousness, which will be demonstrative of the 

notion of public friendship supposed and suggested by the 

classical scholars but not described by them. The attempt 

will be to demonstrate the generation or public consciousness 

by the will and the private states of being in the 

intentionality of the person. Consciousness is simply a 

state of being in which the person opens his receptive 

powers or external and internal senses to the impressions of 

his environment. The purpose of the chapter is to demon

strate the intentional structure of consciousness when it 

attends to public objects. The intent, too, is to demon

strate the relationship between conceptual and non-conceptual 

elements or political discourse. 

Hannah Arendt is probably the only contemporary 

political thinker interested in developing a notion of public 

consciousness, which is essentially a way in which a person 

can know public objects. 1 or course, "knowing public 

1Hannah Arendt, Between Past and Future (New York: 
Meridian Books, 1961); On the H~doiiait!on (Chicago: 
University or Chicago, !9'5'817 
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objects" necessitates a description of what it is that men 

known when men know publicly. It suffices, at this time, 

merely to mention this problem. 

While many political thinkers have been concerned 

with what is the nature of public, the usual course of 

thought is to define it in terms ot what is common to many 

or most people. Commonness usually implies a characteristic 

or a quality held by many or most men. Thus, it was subject 

to the inspection and regulation ot all. However, Arendt 

defines the public as a "sphere ot attention" in the human 

being which all men have and within which they can see and 

hear each other. 2 Acting, speaking, and hearing implied 

that men could direct their external and internal sense~ 

toward persons in their environment and hear and see that 

which was being spoken and performed in terms of a meaning 

which was understood by the speaker and actor as well as 

by all who listened and saw. 

The "sphere of attention" existed in the person's 

consciousness and while the consciousness necessitates 

impressions from the words and action heard and pez•tormed, 

the sphere ot attention existed in the consciousness in the 

sense that the person was attentive to the meaning inspired 

by the impressions, not to the words and actions themselves.3 

2Arendt, Between Past and Future, pp. 155, 218-219; 
and On the Human conditiori;"'p'p:-I98 and 50-53. 

3rn this regard, see Arendt, On the Hwnan Condition, 
pp. 52-57, 198. - -
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The supposition was that the individual person could not 

have his own self-acting common sense which integrated the 

impressions of the external senses. Instead, it was 

supposed that the integration of these senses occurred 

under the impetus of the group within which one lived. 4 

Hence, meaning itself was constructed for the person by the 

group within which he lived, and political activities took 

place when men judged which acts and words would become 

immortal or which were worthy of place within the public 

consciousness which was the accumulated concepts and 

definitions composing meanings understood by the group, which 

meanings were used to construct expectations, rules, goals, 

values, and order for itself.5 

It was assumed that the individual person was unable 

to see all the facets of a particular word or action, and 

thus could not construct meanings and common sense. Rather, 

each person contributed by speech what he saw and heard of 

the phenomenon or being from his perspective or location in 

the group.6 Leaving integration of these impressions to the 

group, the individual used the integrated impressions or 

meanings as guides tor action. outside of this common sense 

constructed by the group, there was no meaning. 

4Arendt, On~ Human Condition, pp. 280-84. 

5Arendt, Between~ and Future, pp. 218, 219, 223. 

6Arendt, On the Human Condition, p. 57. 
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In terms or their significance for modern man, the 

inadequacies or such a notion or public consciousness are 

great. In the first place, public consciousness is totally 

within and directed to the internal sense, the images and 

common sense impressions. Attention is directed only to 

this level or consciousness, not to the external senses, 

not to the criticism or inspection or reflection on the 

components of the common sense. Because of this, attention 

of public consciousness is not really directed to the words 

and deeds outside the person's group constructed common 

sense, i.e., the words and actions themselves. In the 

second place, and following from the first, there is no 

notion of understanding in Arendt•s thought, understanding 

being the human potency to encountenance alternative 

meanings. This means that there is no way in which different 

conceptions of man, value priorities, goals, rules, and 

expectations can be understood. In the third place, there 

is no notion of exactly what type or concepts can be under

stood as public. In the fourth place, there is no notion or 

how speaking, hearing, and acting should proceed in a person's 

public consciousness in which all men are doing these. This 

is to say that there is no notion as to the state of being 

which must or should generate the ways in which men go about 

formulating concepts with others. 

The development of an understanding or public 

consciousness necessitates, then, the demonstration of 
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several aspects of human experience which Arendt has not 

considered in depth. In the first place 1 it must have a 

notion whereby the attention can be directed to objects and 

phenomena in the environment 1 which objects or persons project 

words and actions 1 not only images of these. In the second 

place 1 public consciousness must have a notion of how 

alternative meaning structures can be understood by the 

same person who might also have his own meaning structure as 

a guide to life and action. In the third place 1 there must 

be a notion of standards whereby those concepts considered 

public can be distinguished from those considered to be 

private. In the fourth place1 there must be a notion of 

how concept formation proceeds differently when one is 

engaging in this activity with others from when he is alone. 

This is to ask what states of being should or must generate 

public consciousness; 

In terms of previous ohapters 1 the development of a 

notion ot public consciousness necessitates that several 

distinctions be made. State of being is an experience in 

which the person contemplates his entire existence 1 including 

an ideal 1 self-constructed and toward which he strives 1 as 

well as that prescribed by society or the group with whom he 

lives in a process of concept formation. As described in 

Chapter 'IV 1 this is not wholly conceptual since attention 

is directed to concept! not a concept and attends to what is 

not as well as to what is. As discussed in Chapter V1 men 
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can engage in relations with each other which are non

conceptual as well as conceptual. When men attempt to see 

what is not actually present in another person, he is 

attending to the person's capacities and engaging in friend

ship, a non-conceptual type relation. When men attempt to 

see capacities in each other, the relationship is one of 

private consciousness, since capacity is a property existing 

in a person, not in a group of persons. When men direct 

their attentions to capacities in each other, private 

consciousness or private friendship describes the relation

ship. This mutual acknowledgment of capacity was seen to 

perform certain actions on a private and personal basis. It 

operated as a stabilizing force which affirmed the existence 

of persons as they engaged in specifying and striving to 

achieve that specification which was the ideal self. Such 

an affirmation was an aid to personality creation in that 

it facilitated the development of emotional and disposi

tional states which developed when personality traits were 

torn loose from their old base and replaced by others. Such 

experiences were described in previous chapters as traumatic, 

with accompanying emotions such as the positive ones of love, 

hope, courage, joy, as well as the negative ones such as 

hate, anxiety, fear, and despair. These emotional states 

were to be found in the internal senses. Having a certain 

structure, they could be thereby found in all men, and were 

simply an attribute of human nature. However, the 
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experience of such emotional states was considered to be a 

distinctly private affair, a personal way of being, an 

experience which must be considered in and of itself. This 

was so because while all could experience such states, no 

one could experience the states through the same set of 

internal senses, since these are peculiar to the individual 

person. The distinctly private aspect is the experience of 

the emotions as a way of knowing, the contents of which, or 

knowledge, can be discussed apart from the structures which 

contain them. The subjective factors, or structures of the 

emotions, joined by the objective factors or knowledge, 

abstracted from the world outside the subject are together 

and overarched by meanings created through processes of 

transcendence and projection by each individual. It is an 

"open-ended" world of becoming which embraces within 

itself the public and private worlds of meaning. 

When men engage in concept formation with each 

other and the concept to be formed is not personal capacity or 

a concept of an ideal self, public consciousness is present 

even though the attention is not directed toward · concepts 

and is a non-conceptual type relation. What types of 

concepts, then, can be called the objects of public 

consciousness? What types of concepts are being formed when 

one engages in concept formation with others2 It would seem 

that there are two types of concepts, which, when being 

formulated and attended to, can be said to constitute concepts 
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of public consciousness. In the first place, when men are 

attempting to relate to each other to determine how concepts 

should be formulated by the group and for the group across 

ways of life, public consciousness exists. When the object 

considered by men is simply that of how they will understand 

each other, the object is a public object. In the second 

place, when men think of each other in the attempt to 

establish how they will relate to each other in spite of 

different ways of life, they are dealing with public objects. 

This simply means that when one eXperiences a state of being 

in which he is faced with forming a normative concept when 

he attends to his own ideal self and, not only one prescribed 

by society, but several prescribed by several societies and 

groups, public consciousness exists. When men relate with 

each other in these two types of concept formation, given 

the nature of the type of concept, public consciousness is 

involved. In that no one concept directs human action, the 

relationship is non-conceptual and a type of friendship is 

involved, not private friendship, but public friendship. To 

at least some extent, this makes specific the type of 

concepts and actions which can be spoken, heard, and seen in 

public consciousness. The significant point must be made, 

however, that the public consciousness of the person, to the 

extent that it looks at concepts in a sense, looks through 

them, considers many, looks at alternatives, but does not 

itself formulate a concept, arrange it in an order in terms 
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of its components, leaving this, rather to action with the 

group. 

While the last remarks have been directed to the 

third aspect of human experience which must be considered in 

a notion of public consciousness, the first aspect is 

equally as important. The public consciousness as I have 

developed it includes words and actions, phenomena which 

one experiences with his external and internal senses, but 

which meaning he himself gives to them on the basis or 

potency and capacity which he possesses. This is not 

simply, as it was for Arendt, the image or common sense 

developed by the group. This notion of seeing and hearing 

words and actions as they are rather than images, is 

possible only on the basis of the thought of Edmund Husserl, 

who, as was developed in Chapter r.v, demonstrated the 

existence of the transcendental ego which could see and hear 

phenomena and objects as they are in and or themselves. 

Husserl developed the notion that each individual person 

could reflect upon his emotions and experience in an attempt 

to see how meanings were of his own construction, of 

construction by the group, and the extent to which the 

meaning was grounded in objects and phenomena existing apart 

from the person himself. on the basis of the discussion of 

Husserl's philosophy in Chapter r.v, I am suggesting that 

there is a way of demonstrating how the individual person 

can know objects and phenomena which exist . apart from 
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himself., in and of themselves., not only as they have a 

function and meaning attributed to himself and his needs. 

That such a knowing can exist would seem to be obvious. It 

seems likely that each individual can construct meanings 

since he does see and hear. Individuals in a group might 

see _: and hear, but a group cannot. It would seem, too., that 

individuals., being aware of time, are themselves capable of 

shifting their perspective and location in a group over 

periods., and thus can gain insight into various aspects of 

the existence of objects and phenomena., observing man and 

even conflicting facets. However., such would tend to 

suggest that the individual is capable or establishing 

meanings as well as a group or individual persons. 

on the basis or the discussion in Chapter Nor the 

thoughts of Max Scheler., Gabriel Marcel, and Martin Buber., 

as well as the discussion · in Chapter V., it is possible to 

say that persons can be seen in and of themselves as well as 

objects and phenomena. Persons can stand in awe and 

admiration or each other if they will to do so. This they 

can do by reflection on their own emotions and images or 

themselves and others. 

That such a knowing is crucial to a notion or public 

consciousness would seem to be obvious also. It seems most 

important to say that public consciousness must be attentive 

to objects., phenomena., and persons as well as images. In 

the first place, the notion of images or common sense as 
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Arendt uses it has always been given some type or derivation 

in objects through the external senses. Therefore, it is not 

extraordinary to become aware of this derivation, especially 

if the images do not seem to be able to give men directives 

to their action. If such an inability exists, it would seem 

that an inspection or their derivation would be in order. 

The objects, persons, and phenomena are the things that men 

experience among themselves as a group. These are the things 

with which men come into contact, not with images. on the 

basis of this common contact, it would seem that the objects, 

persons, and phenomena experienced should be the source of 

public consciousness. 

In terms of the second type of human experience which 

can constitute a part of public consciousness, Chapter V 

could be instructive. If individual persons can construct 

their own structures of meaning and if men are in tact 

living with each other in groups, it would seem necessary to 

say that individual persons have the capacities to entertain 

or understand different and alternative meaning structures. 

It would seem that this understanding is possible to the 

extent that the existence or each meaning structure can be 

tolerated. The question is simply whether one person can 

disentangle himself from his own meaning structure or from 

that of the group with which he lives so that he can under

stand alternatives. That men can construct alternative 

meanings has been suggested in Chapter v. There it was 
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argued that living a life of spontaneity and reflections on 

one's internal sense could result in the construction of 

different conceptions of human nature and thus meaning 

structures in that it allows men to reach the limits of their 

capacities and possibilities 1 seeing themselves in terms of 

these 1 thus questioning their former self-images or 

conceptions of human nature in terms of the experienced 

limits and thus prompting reconstructions of the old images 

and conceptions and the additions of new components which 

might have presented themselves in experience. 

If one were to summarize the notion of public 

consciousness so far demonstrated 1 it would be possible to 

say that it is simply a watching1 of attention directed 

toward objects 1 phenomena 1 or persons so that they can 

reveal or show themselves for what they are. one does not 

approach them in terms of concepts of their .roles or 

functions 1 nor what they can do. Nor does one approach 

these with the hope of manipulating them with experiments 1 

thereby forcing them to show at a certain time or place 

what they are. Nor does one attempt to formulate concepts. 

It is 1 rather purely pre-conceptual. 

Public consciousness can be directed toward and 

attentive to the private non-conceptual relationship known as 

friendship. This simply means that as men speak to each 

other and listen to each other intent upon or attentive to 

capacities of each other as these are revealed 1 others can 
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be watching from the stance of publicly conscious 1 not 

questioning or forcing the persons to tell things about 

themselves 1 but just observing what appears as change occurs 

and as the two persons exchange words and thoughts. 

If public consciousness is a watching1 politics is a 

defining. It supposes public consciousness 1 takes place 

within it 1 but it exists after the individual person has 

formulated a concept of man 1 given meaning to his life. It 

is public concept formation in which the individual person 

attempts to participate in formulating public concepts which 

will apply as meanings 1 including values 1 goals 1 rules 1 and 

expectations which will apply for the group. It involves 

speech and articulation of concepts and meanings which one 

has personally formulated and is the attempt to convince 

others that his meaning and concept of human nature is 

worthy of existence and tolerance with a rightful place 

among other meanings and concepts which are nevertheless 

different 1 espousing different values, goals 1 rules and 

expectations. Highly significant for purposes of distinction 

is the fact that private concept formation takes place 

without speech and articulation1 without vocal expressions 

of the unity implied in both concepts and definitions. 

Furthermore 1 it is the articulation of what is necessary for 

the meaning: and concept to exist in actual practice as well 

as what it can contribute toward the needs of other meanings 

and concepts of man. Furthermore 1 it is the articulation of 
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concepts and rules which follow them and which are acceptable 

to the other meanings and concepts or man and in terms of 

which they can exist. In a sense, it is a process or 

defining group meaning. Politics is a process or defining 

human relations across ways or life. 

As a process of defining, it is abstractive, not 

seeing all or a being in and or itself, but only parts. 

Only certain parts of the person are taken from experience 

and given existence as components of concepts in the mind. 

In that a definition results, there is a certain finality 

and authority implied. A concept is formed in the sense 

that a relationship is seen among concepts revealed ·by 

objects in the environment and relayed toward understanding 

by means or the internal and external senses. 

There is also a connotation or limits in so far as 

the defining process establishes relations which are points 

or contact among persons. It involves what persons will and 

will not do to each other, when, where, and how. If politics 

defines human relations, conceptions or man must be present 

behind the process so that elements can be joined. 

"Ways or life" deserves special attention. 

Essentially, different ways or lite will appear in the meanings 

and concepts or human nature which are articulated and for 

which men will make pleas for existence and tolerance among 

members of the group. Way of lite, as described in Chapter v, 
is an understanding of how one must both think and act if he 
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is to achieve an ideal self or live according to guides and 

principles implied in the ideal self. Hence# it is an 

understanding of living# regardless of what the ideal self 

is. It is a notion of how one thinks and does things# not 

what he is doing or thinking. Meaning is the concept of man 

which provides the justification for and the values# goals# 

rules# and expectations which one has. Way of life is the 

mode with which one strives to achieve these values or 

actualize these rules and expectations. Way of life 

demonstrates the experience of achieving and striving. It 

emphasizes that neither the goal# the rules# nor the values 

are all that important# but the manner of pursuit is the 

significant thing in the sense that it is the experience 

with which one is in constant contact# ever present# whereas 

values and goals are elusive# rules may or may not be 

applicable# and expectations may be in vain. 

It would be helpful at this point to cite a specific 

example in which the personal and private friendship# public 

consciousness or public friendship# and the political process 

are all operating. The example used is a meeting of a group 

of people which the author attended simply as a member. 

I simply participated in the meeting# unreflectively but 

sensitively. Upon the conclusion of the meeting I simply 

recalled and then described the happenings. Then# I 

attempted to see if the descriptions were similar to any 

elements of the political process which I had described 
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previously. 

The meeting was attended by about two hundred persons 

at which two leaders were present. The occasion was the 

departure of one from a position of leadership to be replaced 

by the other. The meeting was called by the replacement, 

with the departing leader giving a speech, and leaving 

immediately after the speech. The speech ,was impressive and 

emotional, partly because he was very much appreciated by the 

people in the audience, and he in turn appreciated them. The 

leaders respected and appreciated each other equally as much, 

in spite of the fact that they espoused different and in 

some ways conflicting ways of life, which could be simply 

described as liberal versus conservative outlooks toward 

life. 

The speech of the departing leader was that of 

defining relations. on the basis of past occurrences, the 

process of defining was in motion, but continued at the 

meeting. It was simply one of telling the people to respect 

the new leader and follow him. In this, he was specifying 

that he could no longer relate to either the people or the 

other leader as their leader. Through his silence, the other 

leader acknowledged the new roles. This was a type of 

political process. However, the relationship between the two 

leaders did not seem to be entirely political. Due to the 

emotional overtones, and the respect the two had for each 

other, the situation seemed to be one of private friendship. 
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They were both aware of the personal capacities of each. 

This was in addition to and beyond the political process 

in which they were engaged. The place of the people was 

different. With the speaker, they seemed to be also engaged 

in a relationship of private friendship because they were 

listening to him, accepting what he had to say. Their 

attention was on him, focusing on the attention which he 

was directing toward them, in much the same way that the 

attention of the new leader was focused on the old leader and 

what he was saying. Thoughts and emotions were flowing in 

great numbers and rapidity into the consciousnesses or the 

people and the new leader. However, the situation of the 

people was also one of public consciousness. This was so in 

that they were watching the two leaders aware of themselves 

first, and then secondly also engaged in a political 

relationship with each other. 

Then, the situation changed quickly. After ending 

his speech, the old leader left and with his departure 

something happened. Whereas attention had been previously 

focused on ideas expressed and emotions, attention was 

focused on nothing. The new leader was not conscious of 

himself, either, feeling of loss of the old leader and not 

yet aware of his existence as leader. In a sense, he was so 

engrossed by the departing leader that he had no self

consciousness, was emptied of himself. In that he had not 

yet acted or stepped into the vacuum of attention in the 
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people in the public sphere, created by the old leader's 

departure, there was nothingness. Recognizing himself 

finally, he responded to the people with a rather muffled 

"excuse me." Then, he went on to defi~e his role with the 

people by some type of exhortation which began with a "Let 

us," do something, which I cannot remember. This "let us," 

I would suggest, is the beginning of a new political process. 

It is significant, I think, that it began after a period in 

which there seemed to be no meaning. But, between the 

"nothingness" and the exhortation which I am calling the 

beginning of the political process, there seemed to be an 

intermediate stage, the "excuse me." It is at this stage 

of the intermediate, and the "excuse me" that one can find 

the public consciousness. 

Differences which can be found among ways of life 

are many and varied. However, ways of life can be typed in 

terms of activity deemed crucial to the experience of 

striving to achieve the actualization of an ideal self.7 For 

the Epicurean, knowing and satisfying sensual needs, which 

objects of satisfaction were simply present in the environ

ment, was the crucial activity. For Plato, one experienced 

striving as he created and discriminated among various 

objects which satisfied his needs and promoted his over-all 

7Arendt, The Human Condition, p. 7 and 12-13, has a 
notion of way of lil"e, but It Is not precisely described. 
The three ways of life presented here conforms in some 
respects to those discussed here except that she would not 
recognize the third, nor the fourth. 
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well-being. For the eighteenth, nineteenth, and twentieth 

century liberal, it was crucial to the experience or striving 

to use other persons to satisfy one's needs. For Aristotle 

and Aquinas, the activity crucial to the experience or 

striving was telling other persons or one's state of being 

or who he is. 8 

The question to which this dissertation is addressed 

concerns the way in which persons for whom such different 

activities are crucial can exist together without destroying 

each other. While it might be possible to say that politics 

makes such an existence possible, one could ask what type of 

consciousness or state of being permits such a process of 

definition to take place. How does concept formation take 

place when men with different ways of life are engaged in 

it with each other, rather than simply alone2 To attempt an 

answer to this question is to describe the fourth type of 

human experience, another component of public consciousness. 

When men contemplate their ideal self in terms of 

their striving and these both in terms of the prescription of 

society, they undergo such states of being which were called 

hope, faith, courage, sympathy, humility, and concern. These 

~he citations for these ways of life can be found in 
Olapter V where they were discussed in terms of concept of 
human nature. As distinct from concept of human nature, 
which is an understanding, way of life includes a personally 
chosen belief that men can potentially act as a certain way 
and one's conviction to act in that way as a means to 
becoming a person one has set up as an ideal. 
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are private states of being because they are experienced 

by individuals and can be made known to others only by 

revelation, they cannot be publicly shared. To consider the 

presence of these states of being when one engages in concept 

formation with others with different ways of life and several 

social prescriptions is to consider the public significance 

of the states of being developed by the existentialists

phenomenologists, but who left them cast in private terms. 

To ask this question in terms of the classical thinkers is 

to ask what dispositions enable men to look at each other 

without images. The public consciousness is a non-conceptual 

type of relationship which permits men to simply stand in 

awe and admiration and appreciation of each other but through 

the media of speech and action which are indicative of states 

of being permissive of or which lend themselves to watching by 

many people. Like the private non-conceptual type relation

ship discussed in Chapter V, it is a state of being which 

manifests man's abundance and exists as a thing in and of 

itself. It is not merely a need or an instrument men can use 

to satisfy needs. These states of being also incline men, as 

they look upon men and their ways of life as they are in 

and of themselves, to define the ways in which they will 

relate to each other across these ways of life. 

Cllapter V demonstrated that the private states of 

being could be generated by the will. The notion of will 

was simply expressed there as the urge of the person to find 
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a being of which he could stand in awe and admiration. It 

was seen to be the impetus behind both conceptual and non

conceptual relations among them1 in addition to generating 

states of being. There is no reason consequently 1 why one 

could not say that the states of being which compose public 

consciousness are not generated by the will and by the 

private states of being. To explore and demonstrate the 

existence of the states of being composing public consci

ousness is to develop categories descriptive of the nexus 

which is public friendship. 

It is not unreasonable to suggest that there are 

public states of being which accompany the private states 

of being. The political process is essentially abstractive 1 

considering parts of man and the person. This is necessarily 

so since some way ~ust be found to specifically prescribe 

how men will relate to each other across the differences 

specific to each way of life. In this way 1 it is necessary 

that parts of man and the person be considered. However man 

and the person might be divisible 1 it is certain that in 

ordinary experience 1 the parts are not divisible and act as 

a whole. Certainly 1 then1 it is reasonable to suppose that 

these wholistic aspects of human existence must have some 

political significance. It would seem that if thought about 

political man is to be complete 1 ways must be found to give 

credence to and explore the existence of this wholistic 

aspect of human experience as it is pertinent to political 
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activities as well as to develop descriptive categories. 

It is in a very real sense that practical political 

processes concern these ways of life. They are presented., 

debated., justified., and actualized both by and within 

political activities. It is., however., the public consci

ousness which creates a milieu within which such processes 

can take place. The public consciousness is composed of 

states or being generated by each individual person from 

within himself but which together with the states or being 

of other individual persons constitute a nexus within which 

political processes can take place. 

What are the public states of being composing the 

public consciousness., which., when found in several persons, 

join ways of life into a nexus within which politics can 

take place? I would suggest that there are siX categories 

which can be used to describe these states of being. There 

are siX categories which can be described as "perceptive.," 

and which include expecting., approaching., accepting, 

searching., respecting., and liking, on the one hand. Then, 

there are expectable., approachable., acceptable, searchable, 

respectable, and likeable, which could be described as 

"receptive.," on the other hand. 

The discussion of the nexus is an attempt to bring 

to awareness of men the existence ~f something which can, 

in fact., be found operative in practical political affairs. 

Furthermore, and on the basis of the discussions in Chapters 
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III, rv, and v, it is an attempt to demonstrate that such a 

nexus can be created by the voluntary action of men if they 

can find it meaningful to do so. It is elusive and defies 

statistically empirical investigation because it does not 

exist necessarily and always, depending as it does on the 

will. Before it can be willed, however, it must be 

described and demonstrated so that men can be made aware of 

it. This is the intention of the whole dissertation, not 

the creation of public consciousness, but calling attention 

to its possible existence in the practical affairs of men. 

The significance of these categories in terms of 

their usefulness to contemporary man and the interesting 

thing about the states of being to which they refer for the 

philosopher is the fact that they are both predicative and 

descriptive of many different and conflicting ways of life. 

It is in this sense that the nexus permits different groups 

and different ways of life to be tolerated and respected, 

thus making possible a situation in which men can use their 

intellectual faculties to understand different ways of life. 

This is the sense in which they are a nexus or constitute a 

bridge between and among ways of life across which politics 

can take place. They provide a milieu or maybe a neutral 

ground created by the will and states of being within which 

the abstractive activities of defining can take place. 

Persons espousing different values, goals, and rules can both 

be approachable, for example. These categories and states 
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of being are significant and interesting also in the sense 

that they require the presence of the whole person as he 

engages in politics which is a much more complete and 

natural poise for the person to assume, as opposed to the 

schizophrenic position of the person presumed -to bring only 

certain facets of his personality to bear on political 

processes. The categories and states of being are 

interesting, too, in the sense that they could be used to 

distinguish public matters from private matters and also 

enable those matters which are private to remain private and 

those which may become public to either remain or become 

with ease and grace. These notions, of course, require 

further and extensive elaboration. 

The six public states of being can be shown to be 

generated by the will and the private states of being. In 

other words, a person must be existing in one of the private 

states before he can be existing in the public state of 

being. It is significant and interesting however, in a third 

way in the sense that faith, hope, courage, humility, 

sympathy, and concern can be experienced by the individual 

person alone. The public states of being are experienced 

only with others. In tact, they must be experienced with 

others to be experi~nced at all. Examination of the terms 

within which these categories are couched will reveal this 

to be true, although such a demonstration is not feasible at 

this time. As an example, notice the nature of "searchable." 
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"Searchable" implies receptivity and the state of being 

searchable or submissive to search. A person is searchable. - ' 

He is so., however., only if another person is "searching," 

existing in a state of searching., which implies looking for 

and going toward the one who is searchable. One cannot be 

searchable., however., unless another person is searching. 

This is the significant thing. For one to be., the other 

must be. This is the nexus., implying the necessity of two 

persons for the state of being to exist at all. For someone 

to be searchable., the accompanying state of searching is 

• automatically and necessarily implied on the part of another 

before it is possible for the searchable to be experienced. 

I am not sure at this point exactly how it is 

possible to say that the private states of being generate the 

public states of being. The will., or the urge which men have 

to stand in awe and admiration., is probably involved since 

men can see the public states of being as means whereby 

beings reveal themselves and whereby one makes himself open 

and available for the reception of such revelation. It is 

probably the case., also., that the private states of being 

must exist as prerequisites for the public states or being 

because the latter are more demanding of the person and he 

can exist in them only with prior conditioning or his 

dispositions by such private states of being. 

To some extent., I think., these two connections can 

be seen by referring to the example of the meeting and the 
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new leader, who, after experiencing some emotional reaction 

in private state or being after the departure or the old 

leader said "excuse me. II It seems to be that this "excuse 

me" was the product of an emotional experience or private 

state of being which enabled the new leader to become 

cognizant or himself, and in so becoming, recognizing the 

relationship he inherently had with the people, not one 

which he created, but had in fact been given. With such 

cognizance ot self and others, his first act was not poli

tical, not defining, but rather a state between public and 

private, inspired by the emotions, perhaps or sadness, 

empathy, but also something like sympathy, hope, courage. 

The significant thing is that with such inspiration, the 

words "excuse me" came out spontaneously and almost 

inadvertently, but generated, nonetheless by the private 

states of being. These words intend to acknowledge personal in

adequacy or fault. Whether or not in this case they in fact 

did is not of concern. The important thing is that in most 

cases they usually mean this. The significant thing, 

however, is that in acknowledging fault, they implicitly 

indicate that the person is, in some sense at least, rendering 

himself vulnerable. It is a stance where the defenses are 

down and the person is open, receptive, where all the 

categories of approachable, acceptable, searchable, 

expectable, respectable, and likeable apply or are operative. 

The significant thing 1s that the public states or being are 



possible only upon the inspiration, maybe the gift, of the 

internal states of being. 

210 

The important thing for the practical politician and 

the normative political philosopher is the fact that the 

private states of being or categories can be observed. They 

can be eXperienced through the medium of the external senses, 

eXperienced empathically by the internal senses, integrated 

by them, and reflected upon intellectually as we are doing 

here. This is possible on the basis of the thought of Max 

Scheler, Martin Buber, and Gabriel Marcel.9 
. 

The fact is that 

these categories are public in that they are observable in 

word and act. One can see these states of being or 

categories in word and act much more readily and clearly 

than one can see joy, courage, hope, and sympathy in word 

and act, since these latter private states of being are 

eXperienced almost totally within the individual. On the 

other hand, the public categories are manifest or can be seen 

when two men are engaging in activities together. It is 

easier to see the external manifestations of the private 

states of being than it is to see the private states of 

being themselves, simply because the external manifestations, 

i.e., the public states of being exist when two people are 

acting together and there are two beings revealing themselves 

and therefore more to be seen. 

9Explanation of this notion is the thrust behind 
Chapter r:v. 
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At this point it would be meaningful to take each of 

these categories or public states of being and explain the 

experience to which they refer and show the private state of 

being which generates them. 

Expectable is a state of being in which a person looks 

forward to some event with anticipation and confidence that 

it will occur. While one cannot be certain through reason 

that an event will occur, being expectable implies that a 

person has calculated facts and events in such fashion that 

he can say with relative certainty that an event will occur. 

In addition, he has done all he could to bring about the 

event projected. He is expectable if he does not waver in 

the tenacity with which he pursues his course of action in 

accordance with the projected event. In other words, there 

is a consistency in his actions which is observable by 

others and which renders him expectable to both himself and 

to others.10 The person knows what he can expect of himself, 

does not have to depend for his "cues" entirely upon 

conditions exterior to himself and other persons can observe 

this in him and plan their course of action in terms of his. 

However, it might be suggested that one cannot be expectable 

unless he first experiences the private state of being 

hopeful. The state of being hopeful implies a desire for 

10 The significance of consistency is discussed by 
O:lrl J. Friedrich, Man and His Government (New York: McGraw
Hill Book Co., Inc.-:;-T9o.3T, pp. 51-52. 
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something, not necessarily an event, but accompanied by 

confidence in the belief that it can be realized. As 

described in Chapter rv, it is the belief that forces in the 

universe are in connivance with you. It implies that one is 

personally involved and wills that a thing happen or a thing 

which one wants will become available to him. Expectable 

implies an element ot detachment and mere prediction whereas, 

in hope, one is personally involved with the projection. 

Whereas one relies on reason to a certain extent in being 

eXpectable, hope relies on sheer belief. Hope exists when 

chances are nil and one must simply await the outcome. 

EXpectable implies that while chances are slim, the 

predictions or reason might prove to be untrue if one uses 

more reason and effort to create favorable conditions against 

the seeming inevitable necessity. Hope, sheer defiance of 

the predictions of reason, prompts the public state of being 

eXpectable because it motivates men to act, act in the sense 

of actively looking for the "cracks in necessity," thus not 

wavering in action taken upon the basis of a suggested and 

projected event. 

What then, can be said of the public state of being 

"approachable?" or which private state of being can this 

public posture be seen as the product? Approachable itself 

means easy to meet and engage in conversation and business. 

Who would say that this is not observable and in fact observed 

by many people? It implies to come or go near in time or 

space; this can, of course, be physical or in consciousness. 
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Which private state of being can be seen as prompting or 

inspiring another person to talk to a person who is observed 

to be approachable? I would suggest courage. As described 

by Martin Buber, and discussed in Chapter rv, courage implies 

that a person has looked at his inadequacies, at the 

inadequacies of being and life; but the state of being 

courageous is a state of decision that there is still meaning 

to be found and dedication to finding it in spite of one's 

own adequacies, but by using adequacies which he has observed 

himself as having. The person who is courageous is, there

fore, not on the defensive. Aware of his inadequacies, he 

has accepted them and is open about them with an awareness 

of his own ability and exists in a readiness to pursue his 

goals and bring them to eventuation and completion. With 

awareness of his abilities, he is approachable because he 

can share his adequacies with others who approach him and 

generated this aura or presence of confidence around himself. 

Others are inclined to approach him because he is armed with 

his adequacies and is available to share some of these with 

them. With the presence of this emotional state, approach

ability can be observed and others inclined to draw near to 

him. 

What does it mean to say that a person is "searchable?" 

It simply means that a person is not only open, as in 

approachability, but also that one can look at him with an 

endeavor to find something, to ascertain, to recover 
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something, and to bring something within him into view. It 

means that by observing his actions with others, one can see 

a personality rich in the experience of various private 

states of being which have given him the discipline to 

integrate himself as a person, possessed of a combination of 

virtues which enable him to project a notion of the person 

he would like ·to become which is worthy of pursuit and then 

to pursue it. The private state of being creatively 

faithful, as described by Gabriel Marcel, could be seen as 

the private state of being which must be present before one 

could be "searchable." Creative fidelity refers to the 

person's ability to become the person he has projected in 

spite of odds, the odds being himself. Creative fidelity 

implies, first, that a person will have become aware of 

the possibility that his emotions and feelings toward this 

ideal self and the actions and auxiliary goals which must 

accompany it will fluctuate. With such an awareness and 

with recognition of the will which established the ideal 

self, the person who is creatively faithful then creates 

conditions which will prompt the emotions and feelings so 

that they will be favorably disposed toward the ideal self 

and thus marshal : their forces along with the will in its 

pursuit rather than merely being docile and submissive to 

the will, and therefore relatively inactive. The suggestion 

here is that one cannot be approachable unless he is 

creatively faithful since persons approach him looking for 
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something, maybe virtue or stability. Unless one has been 

creatively faithful and well-integrated on a private basis, 

his integration will be shattered by this intrusion. 

What is the state of being respectable? Respectable 

simply means the state of being worthy of note. It 

signifies that one has assumed a state of being in which he 

is capable of being observed with attention. In a sense, 

this is to say that he has something about him which is 

capable of attracting attention, or is capable of attracting 

a second look. Unless one has this capacity of attracting 

attention, he will not in fact be noticed, nor will he be 

a political participant. Too frequently this capacity is 

taken to be something purely external, something which can 

be fabricated, something which has no attributes of 

personality which make the attractiveness worthy of 

attention. Thia is not to suggest what may be attractive. 

It is to suggest, however, that anything attractive, hence 

making one respectable, has something behind it which is 

generating the attractiveness. Which private state of being 

generates this state of being respectable? It would seem to 

be the state of being humble. As discussed in Chapter IV, 

the state of being humble is frankly recognizing that one is 

falling out of existence, that he is deteriorating, that he 

is inherently inadequate, and that given this inadequacy, he 

recognizes his existence as a certain type of being in 

relation to other beings. This is different from courage, 
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which is the state of being decided and dedicated to meaning. 

Nor is it like fidelity which is a state of marshalling or 

gathering one's resources or adequacies. Nor is it like hope, 

which is a state of believing in help from forces outside 

of oneself. The state of being humble is the state of 

recognizing what one can do and cannot do in relationship to, 

with, and tor other persons. With such recognition, one can 

be respectable because he will have an awareness of the 

extent to which he can do what he must do and be the person 

he decides to be and still have the qualities and do things 

which make him attractive to others. He will not do things 

to, for, and with others which will make him unattractive, 

but will seek to do those things which permit him to remain 

attractive but still permit him to be the person he has 

decided to be and do what he must do. 

The public state of being likeable is a state of being 

viewed or regarded with favor, without aversion, but without 

great warmth of feeling. One is likeable if it can be 

observed that others are inclined to treat him carefully and 

to support and sustain him. What is the private state of 

being which generates the state of being likeable. It might 

be suggested that one is likeable, i.e., liked by others, if 

he is sympathetic. As discussed in Chapter rv, a state of 

being sympathetic is simply standing in awe and admiration 

at the sufficiency and adequacies one observes in others. 

It is giving tribute to a being which is seen as it is in and 
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of itself, not as it relates to one•s own self-esteem and 

purposes or needs. Sympathy is simply a state of being in 

which one acknowledges as good or creditable that which is 

not one's own good or to one•s own credit to do so. It is 

verbally giving praise to that which deserves praise and when 

the thing praised is not worthy of tribute because of one•s 

own effort. It is not material to this argument to determine 

whether one•s advantage or not in giving praise is the motive. 

It is immaterial because it is not possible to separate out 

motives when one is giving praise. It is certain that any 

praise given will be to his advantage. However, in addition 

to being to his advantage, it might be worthy of praise in 

and of itself. Therefore, giving praise or standing in awe 

and admiration of a thing or a person, acknowledging that 

it is greater than one•s self, and that it is so not because 

of any action taken on the part of one•s self is the 

significant part of sympathy, not the motive. one who can 

stand in this relationship to other persons is one who is 

likeable. others will like him because they can see that he 

is willing to praise persons and things when the object of 

tribute is not the product of his own doing. 

The state of being acceptable is the state of taking 

hold or being designed to take hold. It is not seeing the 

person who is acceptable as holding or designed to hold, as 

in the sense of having definite boundaries and contours. 

It is taking hold, reaching out to draw in. As a state of 
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being, it would simply mean that one has the ability observed 

by others to understand personal situations, hold them in 

confidence and integrity. While often it is thought that 

such a state of being cannot be observed, it is observable in 

so far as politicians engage in it themselves and come into 

regular contact and regular experience with it. It might be 

suggested that the state of being concerned as described by 

Martin Heidegger and discussed in Cllapter IV is the private 

state or being which generates the state of being acceptable. 

The state of being concerned is the state of giving order to 

one's physical, psychological, and intellectual existence. 

It is the activation of the capacity men have to arrange the 

diverse and multi-faceted phenomena in their environment in 

some orderly fashion so that they can act in terms of it. 

It is looking at sense knowledge for what it reveals, 

committing some of it to memory for purposes of action. It 

is to acknowledge unknown elements among sense knowledge and 

giving a place in the arrangement for this. If one is 

concerned, he will be acceptable to others because he will 

know how and in what ways he can arrange information which 

has been communicated to him by others, as well as knowing 

that in terms or which he can act and that in terms of which 

he may not act. Dnplicit in both the states of being 

acceptable and concerned is the notion that he will somehow 

arrange the information from the senses as it reveals itself, 

not how it is significant to himself. While one might use 
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the latter approach, the alternative, seeing it as revealed 

is a possible state of being, or a way of being concerned 

deserving of attention in the sense that it does prompt 

persons to communicate information to him, thus making 

possible the state of being acceptable, i.e., being the 

person with whom others will be inclined to communicate. 

It might be suggested that these remarks have been 

confined to one side of the nexus which ls public conscious

ness or public friendship in that the observations have 

been directed to the receptive states of being, those 

ending in -able. One might wonder about those ending in 

-ing, the gerunds. It must be mentioned at the outset that 

the two complement each other. Those ending in -lng, are 

perceptive states of being, in that one having these will be 

open to those experiencing the receptive states of being. 

The receptive states are states experienced by the person as 

a result of his personality creation and the assumption is 

that he has experiences which he might share with those in 

search of them. The perceptive states of being are inten

tionally cast in gerundial terms. They, too, are states of 

being or experiences of the person; however, they are 

active experiences. They are experiences which enable the 

individual not only to be in a certain way, but they are 

states of being which prompt the person to become, to move 

out from himself in search of or to know another person who 

is existing in a state of being receptive to the perceptive 
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person, capable of being receptive because he has experiences 

to share. This movement, recalling the discussion in 

Chapter Vis non-conceptual. It is a movement of the mind 

which considers many concepts, many experiences, in the 

process of conceptualizing or forming concepts with other 

persons. It is a movement toward a person without 

preconceived notions and questions. One does not approach 

the receptive person with questions and preconceived notions 

of what he wishes the other to say or what he will force him 

to say. Rather the person moves toward the other with the 

intention of simply seeing or observing what will be revealed 

to him by the other person. The point cannot be stressed too 

much that these are public states of being which men must use 

to approach each other if they are to form concepts with each 

other. Forming concepts publicly is different from private 

concept formation in that speech is involved, but when men 

speak to each other with the hope of understanding each 

other and arriving at definitions and concepts, maybe roles 

and functions, they must approach each other in terms of 

these six states of being receptive and perceptive to each 

other. As the point was made in Chapter V these may be 

present in persons depending on the will. 

Several points must be emphatically made in terms of 

clarification. These states of being imply no content. They 

are descriptive of human capacities; no content is implied. 
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The attempt is not to suggest what is respectable in a person 

or what is eXpectable in him. Rather, the attempt has been 

simply to demonstrate that there are indeed such experiences 

as respectability and eXpectability. The attempt has been, 

too, to say that these eXperiences must be studied in their 

own right, as things in and of themselves. It is to suggest 

that existence and experience can become objects of thought 

and that when the political activities of men are studied, 

the whole force or existence of the person must be acknow

ledged and given a place in thought with a framework provided 

which will account for this. Within the framework, boundaries 

tor specific studies amenable to statistical verification may 

be arranged. The description of the nexus may be looked 

upon as the attempt to provide a conceptual framework for 

political study which accounts for a much wider portion of 

eXperienee found in the practical political world than is 

usually developed and used by political scientists today. At 

this level, only the human mind, philosophy, can integrate 

the variety of human eXperience into categories manageable 

for comprehension. 

It might be observed that the categories in this 

nexus are positive, ignoring such negative states of being 

such as hate, anger, fear, anxiety, sadness, and despair. 

This has been done intentionally. The states fully described 

here, the positive ones, are those which project or propel 

man out from himself; the others, negative ones, immobilize 
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man, or describe him in a state of repulsion. They describe 

him as driven from objects, from himself, from others. These 

negative states both immobilize man, drive him from persons 

and things, and cause him to shrink from the outside world 

into himself, not simply for meditation, not voluntarily, 

but he shrinks into himself unwillingly because there seems 

to be no alternative and does so in defense ot himself as a 

consequence ot his immobility and lack of spontaneity. In 

that being moves out, in that being is a giving, these 

states are deprived states ot not-being, non-being, nothing

ness, a hollow vacuum where no meaning can be found. These 

states of being are manifestations of incapacity, inability 

to achieve a goal. 

The nexus and the positive categories descriptive of 

it are maximum states, the milieu within which politics can 

occur with fullness of human capacity utilized and goals 

achieved. They represent the optimum milieu within which 

politics can take place. Indeed, if politics is defined as 

the process of defining human relations across ways of life, 

the supposition might be that various persons or groups 

representing various ways or life are conflicting with and 

utilizing force to impinge on each other. The supposition 

usually is that if force, any type of force, is exerted with 

the hope that the force of the one exerting will be 

recognized, structured, and a reply offered by the one 

against whom the force is being exerted but which is to the 
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advantage or the forcer. 

The suggestion I would want to make at this time is 

that if force is exerted and does not also filter through 

the nexus described as public consciousness, recognition, 

structuring, and replying will not take place. Defining will 

not be possible; the political process will not exist, even 

as most contemporary political scientists define it, since 

without some type of structuring, a reply to the forcer 

will not be possible in terms of his advantage. It would 

simply be amorphous and unspecified force causing an 

amorphous and unspecified ejection, with no possibility of 

foreseeable advantage. The supposition is, or course, that 

the nexus makes possible the recognition and structure of 

political activities. 

The meaningfulness of this can be seen by a 

phenomenological analysis of force and its implications for 

the persons who are engaging in the process of defining 

human relations across ways of life, or even in the process 

of distributing goods and services. 11 Force in political 

affairs is usually described in terms of influence; beyond 

such a definition, most are not willing to delve since the 

term force as applied to political affairs usually is under

stood by men in our society as influence and there is no 

wish to see if alternative meanings could be found. There 

11For a discussion or this use of phenomenology 
as a method, see Richard M. Zaner, The way of Phenomenology 
(New York: Western Publishing Co.,-rrlc:-;-1'970). 
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is no wish to venture beyond a meaning and search for a 

description or force as a thing in and of itself which lends 

itself to further exploration in terms or experience. 

If one considers force, however, in terms of 

experience, he can move beyond socially prescribed meanings 

and then perhaps arrive at a different meaning or under

standing. This being the approach or phenomenology, I would 

like to use it to determine if another meaning could be 

round for force in terms or which the nexus can be related 

to force. I would ask the reader to think or all the types 

of situations which he can recall in which he experienced 

something which he called force. These could be found 

throughout physical phenomena, psychological and social 

phenomena. There seems, to me at least, one thing which 

seems to rest behind all these types or experiences. If 

one uses his whole experience, his mind and body to study 

the experience, he will discover that on all levels, force 

involves loss or control. The person or entity suffering 

or undergoing force exerted by another person or object 

always loses control of himself, totally or partially. If 

one experiences the force or a door slamming against his 

finger, he temporarily, at least, loses control over his 

finger. It will not move and seems to be filled with some

thing foreign to it. It is incapacitated, fails to exercise 

or fulfill its capacities. It is out of control or the 

person, out or the control or itself. This filling with 
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something foreign is the filling of the subject with too much 

of something. It is filling it too full such that a state of 

non-being, a vacuum exists. The filling has been too full 

and blasted the boundaries of the entity. The same is true 

of the pressures which exert themselves on the whole person, 

the forces of society and other individuals. Force can be 

exerted on people such that they lose control of themselves, 

of their whole selves, or maybe portions of their conscious

ness, maybe the attention, maybe the intellect, maybe the 

emotions, maybe the external senses. At any rate, force 

exerted against man, according to this notion will 

inevitably lead to the incapacitation, the losing of self

control, a deadening of portions of his existence. 

In terms of my own definition of politics, force 

which did not filter through the nexus, force exerted 

against individual persons representing themselves and groups 

could not result in recognition, structuring, and replying 

because force unmitigated by filtering through the nexus 

would amount to a force which deadened the persons against 

whom the force was being exerted. Unmitigated, unfiltered 

force could cause the persons to lose control of their 

intellectual and moral and emotional faculties, such that 

recognition, structuring, and replying could not take place. 

If a "function" can be assigned to the nexus which is public 

consciousness or public friendship, this is it; namely, it 

provides a milieu within which politics can take place. It 
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is prior in time to politics, public concept formation and 

allows the political actors to remain in control of their 

faculties of recognition, structuring, and replying. 

What, then, is the relationship between the notion 

of public consciousness and the notion of friendship as 

developed by the classical thinkers? These thinkers saw 

friendship as a relationship of mutual appreciation of 

virtue; virtue was conceived as a way of striving. When 

men engaged in friendly relations with each other, they 

wished for the good of the person, good in terms ot a 

striving for the achievement of whatever goals he posited 

for himself. Men could mutually appreciate each other 

when they shared the same way of striving, but when it was 

different, the classical philosophers did not demonstrate 

how or if mutual appreciation could occur. It was in this 

way that they failed to demonstrate how one person could 

understand several ways of life. However, they developed 

the faculties or consciousness, the apprehensive and 

appetitive, by which. the individual man could develop 

concepts. They did not describe the experience of concept 

formation. They did not describe, however, how one could 

engage in concept-formation with others, nor did they 

describe how a person could develop a notion of an ideal 

self. They did not describe, either, the experience of 

living and forming concepts when one's ideal self came into 

conflict with the prescriptions of several different groups. 
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They did, however, implicitly use but did not develop a notion 

of self-awareness whereby one could recognize himself as not 

exhausted in goals and striving but who could think of himself 

as a striving being. This notion of self-awareness was fully 

demonstrated by Edmund Husserl in terms of the transcendental 

ego. While the classical thinkers had a notion of mutual 

appreciation, this notion was not fully articulated. What 

does mutual appreciation mean? How does one appreciate 

another? The notion of public consciousness is the attempt 

to explain how different people with different ways or life 

can appreciate each other. It is the attempt to demonstrate 

the states of being which make possible what Plato and 

Aristotle only described as "watching." It is the attempt to 

demonstrate how persons with different moral qualities can 

recognize and understand these as they are found in the 

striving or other persons. It attempts to show how a person 

can stand apart from others and see them for what they are, 

acknowledging that he had nothing to do with their existence, 

nor would he attempt to use the person for his own purposes. 

As generated by internal states of being, the public 

consciousness is a way of reflecting upon oneself prior to 

engaging in relations with others in cooperative concept 

formation. It is the attempt, first, to reflect on oneself 

as a means of using one's own experience in such a way as to 

not use others, nor deal with them in terms of images. The 

notion of public consciousness suggests the states of being 
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and the experience which one must have in order to appreciate 

others. It enables one to see striving in others even though 

the striving might be toward different goals. In a sense, 

the notion of public consciousness sets the conditions for 

mutual appreciation. The notion of public consciousness 

allows one to see what is good for the whole man in terms of 

what he is and can be. It presents a way in which men can 

relate with each other when they exist in a state which has 

as its raison d'etre the good life of man with man. As 

offensive and defensive consciousness is the appropriate 

consciousness when men approach each other in terms of need 

and use, public consciousness is the state of being 

appropriate to men who approach each other in terms of the 

good life and who attempt to engage in concept formation 

with each other. For contemporary man, this is significant 

since few thinkers of contemporary affairs devote attention 

to how men can or should approach each other in public, 

especially they do not attend to ways men can approach each 

other in public when the good life of man is involved. 

Certainly the classical thinkers advocated an approach of 

mutual appreciation, but they did not describe how one 

experienced or simply how one went about disposing himself 

to action in public or participating in decisions and concept 

formation with others when the purpose was the good life for 

the whole man. 



CHAPTER VII 

THE REDEFmrrION OF POLrrICS 

This chapter will attempt to define politics. 

Predicated on the assumption that persons must know that 

to which they refer when using a term, it is an attempt to 

demonstrate those aspects of human experience called politics 

from two points of view. The first perspective is simply 

that of the person who attempts to see what is happening when 

men engage in an experience they call politics. The second 

perspective is that of the person who attempts to use 

abstract units of analysis in the hope of accumulating 

empirical information about what men are doing when they 

engage in an experience called politics. 1 The definition or 

politics would attempt to provide a framework within which 

both perspectives described can be encompassed. 2 This is the 

attempt to show the nature of politics within the framework 

of intentionality of the individual person which was 

1A unit of analysis is an action abstracted from the 
experience of men. In the case of political analysis it is 
abstracted from experience men call political. Experience is 
the totality of what men feel, do, have, and are. 

2ultimately, this dissertation is itself philosophi
cal, concerned as it is with what is ha1pening as well as 
action. The assumption is that the phi osophical perspective 
encompasses the scientific. It studies action and accident 
and provides frameworks for science. 
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discussed in Chapter V. However, while Chapter VI was 

concerned with non-conceptual type relations among men as a 

preconceptual and in a sense pre-political type relation, 

this chapter is concerned with the political or the concept 

formation type of relation. On the other hand, of course, 

there are relations which are conceptual which are usually 

referred to as social or governmental and are the result of 

politics as defined here. Dnplicit here is the assumption 

that the political depends in some way on the preconceptual 

or prepolitical relations. Political activities are 

generated in the intentionality of the person and are 

therefore an aspect of his e.xperience as is the non-conceptual 

relation. In the last chapter, politics was defined as the 

11 process of defining human relations across ways of life." 

The attempt here will be to show how it constitutes a frame

work constructed from the observations of both perspectives 

referred to above, the former called the philosophical and 

the latter called the scientific. The implication is, of 

course, that the framework constitutes a point of reference 

through which empirical and normative thought about politics 

can begin and in terms of which those thinking of politics 

from the two different approaches can understand each other. 3 

It might be mentioned that there is a definite sentiment 

3Normative and empirical are understood as different 
and distinct from, although related to the philosophical and 
scientific. 
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opposed to defining politics within the discipline. 4 The 

thinking seems to be that to define politics is to restrict 

that which can be studied by political science. It is 

asserted that political scientists suppose that they are 

studying "something to do with power." This is contra

dictory in the sense that "something to do with power'' is 

indeed restrictive since the political scien~ist can 

suppose that he can only study and must study power, which 

is to ignore much in practical politics and brand as not 

political science those studies concerned with other units 

of analysis such as decision, groups, and orientations. The 

operating assumption is that everyone has a vague notion of 

what it is that he is studying and that it is not necessary 

to articulate precisely what it is that is being s~udied. 

The assumption behind this chapter is that, if there are 

many persons who say that they are studying politics, it 

would seem to be necessary to have an understanding or what 

it is that they are studying so that they could understand 

and converse with each other. The common core should be found 

as well as the diversity. The attempt here is to provide a 

way in which all the units of analysis can be understood and 

in terms of which they can speak to each other. 

Those who study politics from a scientific perspective 

describe politics in terms of a process. David Truman, for 

4Alan C. Isaak, Scope and Methods of Political 
Science (Homewood, Ill.: Dorsey Press, 196'9'), pp. 21-22. 
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example, discusses the "governmental process. 115 Gabriel 

Almond and G. Bingham Powell, Comparative Politics: A 

Developmental Approach,6 discuss the subject matter with 

which they deal as process, and specifically direct their 

remarks toward the dynamic nature of politics for which they 

attempt to provide a framework of e.xplanation. David Easton 

attempts to discuss process in terms of variables, those 

types or processes which can be found in all practical 

political attairs.7 The problem is that process is supposed 

as a unit or analysis and is not ever fully described in 

terms of exactly and precisely how it will be understood nor 

exactly that to which it reters. 8 The exception to this 

might be George Kousoulas, on Government and Politics, who 

describes process as "the interaction or variables within a 

system or changes within a variable over time. 119 Despite 

the lack of specificity in other studies, something like 

this seems to be behind their study of politics. Namely, 

politics is a process and that process is concerned with 

5nav1d Truman< The Governmental Process (New York: 
Alfred A. Knopf, 1951J.-

6Gabr1el Almond and G. Bingham Powell, Com~arative 
Politics: A Developmental A~~roach (Boston: Litt e, Brown 
and eo., 1906), pp. Io, 299- 2. 

7navid Easton, Framework for Political Analysis 
(Englewood Cliffs, N.J.: Prentice-Hall Inc., 1965), 
pp. 49-50. 

8Ibid. Easton is most ambiguous here. 

9George Kousoulas, On Government and Politics 
(Belmont, Calif.: Duxbury 'Press tor the Waasworth Publishing 
Co., Inc., 1971), p. 403. 
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time and space. In order to account for all the types of 

change envisaged and also the ambiguity, it might be 

sufficient to suggest that these scientists simply mean that 

one thing is replacing another in some fashion in time and 

space. The important things to understand are what is being 

replaced and replacing and the fashion with which this is 

being done. 

Before continuing the discussion of this problem, 

however, in terms of the intent of this essay, it is 

meaningful to note that normative philosophers, who adopt 

the first perspective mentioned above, also define politics 

in terms of a process. Like the scientists, they are 

equally as ambiguous in their explanation of exactly what is 

replacing and replaced. However, they do see politics in 

dynamic terms. The unique thing about their discussions is 

their descriptions of the fashion or manner in which 

replacement occurs. 

For Jacques Maritain, politics is a process in which 

men strive for the "common good. nlO Process as Maritain 

conceives it does involve replacement, but it is a particular 

type of replacement, teleological. Striving for the common 

good is a process whereby individual men recognize that their 

good requires the subjection of the unconscious psychological 

structures to reason in an attempt to a.chieve this in 

actuality as the end toward which individual men can develop 

lOJacques Maritain, Man and the State (Chicago: 
University of <llicago Press,-r9,r;-p:-TO. 
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themselves. It is through positive law made through 

political action that such development is made possible. It 

is in this way that political activity, which produces laws 

is a teleological process. 

For Hannah Arendt, politics, too, is a process. It 

is a process of participation and is not teleologica1. 11 

Inatead, when men participate in affairs, looking at and 

listening to each other, they are engaging in politics. 

The significant thing tor Arendt is not the striving for an 

end of human development but rather, the political process 

makes it possible for men to display their individuality. 12 

For Michael oakeshott, politics is a process, but it 

is an activity, implying the notion that it has an intention 

and a purpose of its own. 13 To the extent that Maritain's 

notion of politics was defined in terms of a purpose, the 

common good, Qakeshott•s notion is similar. However, since 

oakeshott•s notion does not include a good end of develop

ment, it ia not teleological. Rather, politics is an 

activity, the purpose of which is to keep order and life in 

existence. 14 It implies things replacing each other but 

attributes purpose to the process itself in that the process 

11Hannah Arendt, Between Past and Future (New York: 
Meridian Books, 1961), p. l55. - -

12Hannah Arendt, The Human Condition (Chicago: 
University of Chicago Press, 1958), p. 41. 

13Michael Oakeshott, Rationalism in Politics (New 
York: Basic Books Publishing Co., Inc., 1'9'61), pp. 1-34. 

14Ibid. 
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has not been given the purpose by men, which is Maritain's 

notion. Arendt would not attribute purposefulness to the 

process, rather the purposefulness could be found only in the 

person engaged in it. oakeshott is firm in the conviction 

that both causation and value can be found in the process and 

hence will not acknowledge the presence of intentionality in 

the minds of individual men outside of the activity in which 

they are engaged. Values and causes are not man's to give 

to processes, hence creating activity; rather, men can only 

become aware ot their presence in activity by abstraction 

after the experience of activity. 15 There is no distinction 

between mind and the ideas or images it beholds. 

Qakeshott•s conception of politics bears a marked 

similarity with that of Karl Marx and o. w. F. Hegel. For 

these thinkers, politics is a process whereby men are devel

oped in accordance with an image, itself, the product of 

man's mind. While Qakeshott would not say that politics is 

a process of such development, he would agree that cause and 

value are in the process. Qakeshott would not agree that there 

is an image in accordance with which men should be formed. 

Marx and Hegel would say, however, that the process 1s 

substantive, as would Qakeshott. According to this notion of 

process, politics is itself a subject of right, is a moral 

person with a motive and power of its own outside and 

l5Ib1d., p. 9; and Ex~erience and Its Modes (Cambridge: 
thliversity Press, 1966), pp.47-2'74. - -
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over-and-above the mere union or the minds or individual men 

who engage in the process. The dangers or a substantive 

conception or politics which shapes individual man in 

accordance with a humanly constructed image has been the 

impetus behind the definitions or Maritain, Arendt, and 

Qakeshott, as well as the criticisms of Eric Voegelin. 16 

All strive to protect in different ways the uniqueRess or 

the person and his will against destruction by a humanly 

constructed image or perfection which uses politics as a 

means of actualization. 

This discussion serves to point out that the "process" 

understood as one thing replacing another is descriptive or 

and includes various types of processes and is broad enough 

to encompass much of what these political thinkers have in 

mind when they define politics as a process. While the 

criticisms of Voegelin are meaningful in so far as a 

substantive definition or politics can result in striving 

for humanly constructed notions of perfection, no contemporary 

political thinker has successfully shown the place or the 

notion or perfection in a conception of politics which is 

purely procedural. Such a notion is not found in the 

writings of Maritain, Oakeshott, and certainly not in that of 

the empirical theorists. Perhaps the closest notion is that 

of Arendt, for whom political process is the place where men 

16Eric Voegelin, Science, Politics, and Gnosticism 
(Chicago: Henry Regnery and Co., 1968). 
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display their uniqueness, which might be their own individual 

notions of perfection. Arendt, however, does not go this 

far, nor is this to say how such displays of perfection 

effect group life. This will be developed in future portions 

of the dissertation. It will suffice to say that politics as 

process is a definition which is amenable to a representative 

group or students of politics. 

If the definition of politics suggested here is to 

constitute a framework within which politics can be under

stood by empirical and philosophical perspectives, the 

significance of defining must be shown. Defining is crucial 

to such a framework because it is a concept which encompasses 

all the units of analysis which political scientists use when 

they abstract some activity which they conceive as crucial to 

the human experience called political. The abstract unit of 

analysis or the scientists is much like the understanding the 

philosopher has of what is happening including what men are 

doing when they engage in politics. Thus, for Maritain, men 

are providing for the good life. Arendt says they are 

displaying themselves. oakeshott says they are keeping life 

in existence. The difference between the understanding of 

the philosopher and the abstract unit of the scientist is 

that the former attempts to describe all of that which he 

observes as happening in politics, while the latter attempts 

to find an activity in politics which he considers essential 

and attempts to reduce and explain all he observes in 
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politics to one element. 17 The attempt in this dissertati.on 

is to find one concept which will encompass all the units of 

analysis as well as provide a description of what can be 

observed as happening when men say they are engaged in 

politics. 

If defining is understood as determining boundaries, 

giving distinguishing characteristics and describing 

exactly, most of the abstract units of analysis abstracted 

from politics experience by political scientists for study 

can be included in and understood in terms of defining. That 

both the philosophical and the scientific perspectives have 

their common ground in a conception of politics as process 

cannot be emphasized too much at this point. Such a common 

conception implies that they both see politics as the 

attempt of man to deal with time and space. This simply 

means that they both acknowledge that individual men see 

themselves and physical objects both moving and being moved. 

The questions -along which the philosophers and the scientists 

can be lined is that or when, where, what, and how men move 

and allow themselves to be moved. None of the philosophers 

gives a clear answer to these questions, nor do those who 

17see Heinz Eulau, The Behavioral Persuasion in 
Politics (New York: Random'"'lfouse, 1963), p. 5 tor a aTscus
slon or abstract units of analysis as types of action or in 
the realm of action. It implies purposefulness of men. 
However, happening includes action and purpose but includes 
those things which occur and do not seem to be intended 
maybe the results of different intentions. 
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adopt the scientific perspective. However, in terms of what 

they see happening, as in the case of the philosophers, or in 

terms of what they see men doing, in the case of the 

scientists, they can be seen as giving a general answer to 

the question. 

When Maritain says that the body politic exists for 

the good life of the members, he implies that men are not 

entirely subject to movement from forces outside themselves 

but that they can move both themselves and objects toward a 

good life. For Arendt, too, there is possibility of movement 

by human choice. The political sphere exists as the place 

within which artifacts can be viewed, criticized, and chosen 

by either use or reverence. Its reason for existence is 

provision of a neutral ground within which various and 

diverse types of movement can be seen. For Michael oakeshott 

and Carl J. Friedrich, however, men would be tightly 

prohibited from moving, both theJn8elves, values, and objects. 18 

Both these thinkers would see men as moved by reality, or 

events and men outside their ability to control. The extent 

of their possibility to move themselves, values, and physical 

objects would be limited by the tradition or values, 19 goals, 

18earl J. Friedrich, Man and His Government {New York: 
McGraw-Hill Book Co., Inc., 19o3'):- -

19values, as used here and throughout the rest of the 
chapter, is that of Jules Karlin, Man's Behavior {New York: 
MacMillan Co., 1967), p. 68, who describes values as 
qualities, situations and concepts that are important. 
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rules, and expectations of the groups in which they found 

themselves existing. It is possible to attribute such a 

perspective to their thought because they do not distinguish 

the mind from the images or values, goals, rules, and 

expectations which the mind can behold. They do not, in 

other words, acknowledge the capacity of the mind to 

transcend any one tradition of images and understand many. 

The scientists can be discussed, as well, in terms 

of their orientation toward the capacities of men and move

ment in time and space. It is from the same perspective, 

that the empirical theorists can be seen to abstract certain 

types of activities from the experience men call political 

and label this abstract unit or analysis as descriptive of 

politics. When these units of analysis are studied, they 

can all be seen as ways of defining, defining being an 

understanding in terms of which all can be encompassed. The 

units of analysis advocated recently by political scientists 

have been group claiming, conflict resolving, decision

making, communicating, allocating or goods and services, and 

policy-making. 

One of the units of analysis frequently used is that 

or groups making claims. 20 The action which this unit or 

analysis abstracts is that or one group articulating to 

another that which it demands the group to do. The 

20nav1d Truman, Governmental Process,~·.£!!., 
pp. 33 and 503. 
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articulation is action in that it sets the goal or end toward 

which the group will strive. The articulation of the demand 

or what the group wants the other to do is a process of 

defining in that what is demanded is specifically stated, 

hence establishing boundaries between what is claimed and 

not claimed and distinguishing the characteristics of what 

is being claimed. If politics is seen as groups making 

claims, the process suggests that there is little emphasis 

given on the capacity of men to move reality or themselves 

and physical objects. More likely, men are moved by reality 

or forces outside of themselves. This is so simply because 

groups are conceived as men who have shared attitudes or 

values, goals, rules and expectations. 21 Conflict ensues 

when groups with shared attitudes meet and contend for those 

same objects necessary to attain their respective and 

individual realizations.22 Politics only exists within the 

context of shared attitudes and no politics can exist 

when people project different values, goals, rules, and 

e:xpectations. As soon as men attempt such projections the 

realization of which would involve attempts to move objects 

and men outside of the group ordained values, goals, rules, 

and e:xpeotations, politics stops. According to this way of 

thinking, men are moved by values, goals, rules, and 

21Ibid., p. 33. 
22 Ib1d., p. 503. 



expectations; they are subject to the vicissitudes of reality 

and forces outside themselves, beyond which they have no 

control. There is no control because no capacity of the 

individual mind to envisage alternative values, goals, rules, 

and expectations is adequately developed. Nevertheless, 

defining does go on in terms of determining boundaries and 

distinguishing characteristics among objects but in terms of 

those attitudes accepted by the group. Any defining is 

merely a matching or a pairing men make between values and 

objects. It is simply noticing similarity and difference. 

Another unit of analysis used to study politics is 

that of decision-making. This unit of analysis permits an 

infinite variety, but the object of study in all cases 

involves a selection process whereby a number of possible 

alternative actions are narrowed down. 23 Deciding is a 

type of action which results in further action. It has been 

used to study international relations. 24 With the research 

in social psychology, the vote has been used as a type of 

decision which could be used to study politics. Especially 

of concern in this type of study has been the various types 

of social and psychological motivations which affect a 

voter's decision to select one alternative rather than 

23Herbert A. Simon, Administrative Behavior (New York: 
MacMillan Co., 1961), p. 4. 

2¾ichard Snyder, H. w. Bruck, and Burton Sapien, 
Foreign Policy Decision-Making: An Approach to the Study of 
International Po!Itlcs (New York: Free Press;-rg~·). 
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another. 25 The selection or one alternative over another is 

a type of defining. This is so because each alternative has 

certain characteristics and certain limits which distinguish 

it from the others. In selecting one rather than another, a 

person places in his mind a mental set with certain 

definitions which will guide his action in one way rather 

than another. These notions of decision-making define the 

guide to action which is intentional and do not explore the 

further definition and redefinition which the intention 

undergoes as a person strives toward his chosen alternative. 

While decision-making is a process of defining, it does not 

really see the individual person as moving himself or 

objects; rather the alternatives are before him without his 

action. He does not, himself, arrange the alternatives 

among which he can choose. 26 He merely chooses from 

alternatives which reality shows him. 

Another unit or analysis used to describe politics 

is that of conflict resolving. Conceiving of conflict 

resolving as a means to achieve goals, rather than the 

specification of ends, it is, as "groups claiming," an 

activity. Those who describe politics as conflict .are 

25i3ernard R. Berelson, Paul F. Lazarsfeld, and 
William N. McPhee, Voting (Chicago: Chicago University Press, 
1954); Angus campbeli, et al., Elections and the Political 
Order (New York: John WTley and Sons, In'c.'";" I9o6). 

26A possible exception is Joseph H. de Rivera, 
Psychological Dimension of Foreign Policy (Columbus: Cbarles 
E. Merri!! Publishing co:-; 1968). 
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numerous. 27 Those studying politics in terms of conflict 

resolution include: James s. Coleman,28 Robert A.xelrod, 29 

William Riker, 30 Thomas Schell1ng,3l and Robert Dahl.32 Much 

or the "game theory" as a means of' studying politics is 

predicated on the use of conflict as a unit of analysis. 

Game theorists describe two types or conflict, zero-sum 

conflict and non zero-sum conflict. The former are actions 

in which preferences are exactly contrary. In the latter, 

there is at least one outcome in which preferences are not 

opposed.33 Resolution is the search for such preferences. 

In conflict resolving, the preferences are not claims; the 

preferences are articulated, not to other groups, but to 

institutions variously designed to find preferences to 

27Paul H. Conn, Conflict and Decision-Making: An 
Introduction to Political science""""'("N'ew York: Harper ana""Row, 
Publishers, 1'971), pp. 1-2; Robert E. Murphy, Style and Study 
of Political Science (Glenview, Ill.: Scott, Foresmarl"and 
<;o". , 19'70), p. 2. 

28Jamea S. Coleman, Community Conflict (New York: 
Free Press, 1951). 

29Robert Axelrod, Conflict or Interest (Chicago: 
Markham Publishing Co., 1970). 

30william Riker, Theory of' Political Coalitions 
(New Haven, Conn.: Yale unlveraITy Presa, 1962). 

31Thomaa Schelling, Strategy of Conflict (cambridge, 
Mass.: Harvard university Press, 1960). 

32Robert H. Dahl, ed. Political o1poaition in 
Western Democracies (New Haven, conn.: Ya e UniveraITy 
Press, 1966). 

33R. Duncan Luce and Howard Raiffa, Games and 
Decisions (New York: John Wiley and Sons, Inc., 1'9'57), p. 89. 



245 

which neither will be opposed. 34 such articulation involves 

the same specifications of boundaries and distinguishing or 

characteristics as can be round in claim-making in so far as 

the preferences are found by institutions arranged in 

accordance with values, goals, rules, and expectations to 

which agreement had been reached prior to the conflict Just 

as claims can be made only in accordance with existing 

values, goals, rules, and expectations. 

A fourth unit of analysis in terms of which politics 

can be studied is that of communication. According to 

Karl Deutsch, the leading developer of this unit, politics 

can be studied in terms of transfer of messages. Political 

organizations can be categorized in terms of their ability 

to transmit information throughout the organization. 

Information is a patterned relationship between events which 

is transmitted.35 The pattern is received and evaluated 

against a background of a statistical ensemble of related 

patterns. Some notion of defining, setting out boundaries 

and distinguishing characteristics, rests behind the arrange

ment or patterns or events. In any pattern, there must be 

some process of determining the boundaries between that 

which will be included in the pattern and that which will be 

excluded, thus specifying characteristics. Patterns which 

become stable and in terms of which incoming patterns are 

34conn, 2£.· ~., pp. 277-296. 
35Karl w. Deutsch, The Nerves of Government (New York: 

Free Press, 1966), p. 84. 
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evaluated are symbols.36 The symbols are built by "operating 

rules which arrange incoming inf'ormation., 1137 and "deciding 

preferences and priorities. 11 38 The mind is a related stable 

structure or patterned information and the operations of 

preference., rejection., and association built by these 

operating rules.39 Since Deutsch is directing his attention 

toward a political group he must be assuming that messages 

can be transmitted in so far as stable patterns exist in the 

minds of the persons. If no stable patterns., there can be 

no transmission of' messages and no politics. Individuals 

are., again., not self-moving, but moved by the stable 

patterns which constitute their mind. There is no notion of 

a mind apart from the pattern in terms of which information 

is evaluated. This judgment can be made of Deutsch since he 

does not explain or account for the way in which patterns are 

created. It is simply assumed that one has certain thought 

patterns because he lives in a certain group. With the 

failure to account for such processes., there is no way in 

which alternative thought patterns can be constructed and 

understood. 

36Ibid • ., pp. 85-86. 

37 Ibid • ., p. 19. 

38Ibid • ., p. 94. 

39Ibid • ., pp. 96 and 133. 



A fifth unit ot analysis in terms ot which politics 

is described and studied is that of "allocating values. 1140 

Allocating is a specific type of defining in which goods and 

services are set apart from each other and designated tor a 

certain purpose, tor the actualization or which they will be 

means. Setting apart implies matching certain units or 

things valued with certain purposes the actualization of 

which are expected. It implies making distinctions, 

setting limits, and specifying boundaries. Again, however, 

the mind matches values which are ends or goals posited by 

the mind with means which are considered valuable in terms 

or the goal. There is no recognition given to the fact that 

values might not only compete for valued resources, tor 

means, but that values themselves might conflict. It is 

assumed that politics takes place when persons have the same 

values but that there is a difference only in terms of 

resources needed to actualize the value. It is assumed that 

a person's values are the same as those ot the group within 

which he lives and that politics takes place when men engage 

in processes of designating valued means or qualities needed 

to attain the values. Again, men are moved by values and 

are not conceived as capable of suggesting alternative 

values. 

40nav1d Easton, A Framework for Political Analysis, 
op. cit., p. 50. 
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Another unit of analysis used to study politics 

is that or socialization.41 The attempt is to study the 

orientation, or subject-object relationship, a group or 

people has with objects conceived by them as being political 

with the goal being the discovery of the nature of the 

relationship in terms of what people know about the objects, 

how they reel toward them, and how they evaluate them. 42 

The assumption is that life in a group will determine these 

orientations in an individual. Almond and Verba have 

attempted to utilize orientation, a scheme developed by 

Parsons and Shils, 43 to study culture and socialization. 

They would say that when men participate in politics, they 

are acting, doing something, namely, they are engaged in 

the process of giving or implanting cultural images in the 

minds of each other. 44 This involves telling each other 

substantively about political objects, building cognitive 

orientations, telling how one should feel about objects, 

building affective orientations, and tell how they 

should be evaluated, building evaluative orientations. Here, 

again, the person is conceived as himself moved by images 

41oabriel Almond and Sidney Verba, Civic Culture 
(Boston: Little, Brown and Co., 1965). 

42 4 Ibid., p. l . 

43Talcott Parsons, et al., "The General Theory of 
Action," and "Values, Motives,and Systems of Action," in 
Toward a General Theory of Action, ed. by Talcott Parsons and 
Edward A. shl!s (New Yorlf: Harper and Row, Publishers, 1951), 
pp. 3-279. 

44Almond and Verba, Civic Culture, op. cit., pp. 266-84. 
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and in fact moved by social forces outside of himself. 

Nevertheless, this is a type of defining involved in so far 

as distinctions are made in terms of what people must think, 

feel, and believe. However, the thrust is always to learn 

the extent to which they can do these things within a 

definite group which holds the same values, goals, rules, 

and expectations. There is no place in the study given to 

the capacity of the individual mind to construct or even to 

understand different and alternative images or values, goals, 

rules, and expectations. It is assumed that these are 

imposed on persons. If they do not have those of the group, 

it is assumed by the scientists that the group has failed 

in the process of implanting them. No credence is given to 

the capacity of the mind to transcend those of the group 

within which it finds itself. This view of the scientist can 

be especially seen in the discussion of cognitive orientations. 

According to Parsons and Shila, upon whom Almond and Verba 

rely, cognitive orientations are simply what one knows about 

an object. 45 The significant thing is that both gauge this 

in terms of what the subject knows about the object in so far 

as it relates to his needs, the extent to which it can satisfy 

his needs and can be used.46 It is not simply the attempt to 

see the object in and of itself without the relationship of 

use. 

Verba, 
45parsons and Shila, op. cit., p. 59; and Almond and 

op. Cit. , p. 14 • 

46 Ibid. 
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The last unit of analysis to be considered here is 

that of policy-making. According to Karl Mannheim, policy

making is a process which begins where precedent ends. 47 

Policy-making is an activity which requires innovation on 

the part of the mind, not only a matching of values with 

objects of value and situations. If precedent ends, some

thing new must be posited by the mind or noticed in reality. 

It involves a projection by the mind of something which 

might be, but is not now. If values are simply understood 

as things men conceive to be important and in terms of which 

they direct their action and if policy-makirg suggests that 

a way of doing things is no longer to be followed, policy

making would seem to involve the formulation of new or at 

least different values to direct action. It implies that 

men can move themselves in terms of new values and that 

reality is at least subject in certain cases to movement by 

men and that men are not wholly subject to forces outside 

of themselves. There is the implication that some values 

have been used, but that now new values are being formu

lated for the group. The process of formulation is a 

process of definitions in which there is a search to distin

guish the things men conceive to be important from those 

things formerly felt to be important. The formulation 

involves the erecting of the boundaries and limits between 

47Karl Mannheim, Ideology and Utopia (New York: 
Harcourt, Brace Jovanovich, Inc., I'936T, p. 99. 
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new and old notions of what will be and what was, important 

for the group. It involves the formulation and characteris

tics of the new object or idea conceived to be important or 

valued. The formulation and definition is articulated and 

public because different notions of old and new can be 

found among different people. Formulation implies that 

similarities and differences will be articulated, can be 

understood, and can be separated, and then united in some 

form so that a definition, a concept, or a policy can be 

formulated on the basis of all those articulated. The 

assumption is that inherently, there is at least some order 

among the values such that they can be differentiated and 

that men can differentiate from among them in some orderly 

fashion. The notion is, too, that men can construct new 

notions of what it is that they value. Such new values are 

group values and are formulated by individual men cooperating 

with each other. This is not necessarily the understanding 

of policy, espoused by those who study politics in terms of 

policy. 48 It is a more particular understanding developed 

by the present author, but is one understanding which can be 

encompassed within the general understanding of Karl Mannheim's 

definition, which general understanding can encompass that of 

48some who study politics in terms of policy include: 
David Ewing, Practice or Planning (New York: Harper and 
Row, Publishers, 1966);Austin Ranney, "The Study of Policy 
Content: A Framework for <hoice," in Political Science and 
Public Policy, ed. by Austin Ranney (Chicago: Markham Puo!ishing 
Co., 1966), p. 7; John Donovan, Policy-Makers (New York: Pegasus, 
1970); Martin Meyerson and Edward c. Banfield, Politics, 
Planning and~ Public Interest (Glencoe, Ill.: Free Press, 
1955). 
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those who study politics in terms of policy making, planning 

or projecting. 

The various approaches used to study politics can 

all be seen as describing some type of activity in which men 

engage when they say they are participating in politics. 

All the activities described can be seen as some type of 

defining, 1.e., claiming, resolving, deciding, communicating, 

allocating, socializing, and projecting. Each involves a 

certain way or limiting, distinguishing characteristics, and 

determining boundaries. The more general notion of defining, 

however, includes one way of limiting, distinguishing, and 

determining which is not included in any unit of analysis 

discussed here as used by political scientists. The types 

of defining used as scientific units of analysis are 

activities, but they are activities of the mind. They are 

exercises of the mind. Confined as it is to abstract units 

and theories ot analysis, what science considers can be only 

constructions of the mind since it begins with and confines 

itself to that which has been abstracted, even if it is an 

activity which has been abstracted. Defining, in its general 

sense, can be used to reter to the limitations, boundaries, 

and distinguishing characteristics which men can establish in 

reality. If politics is looked upon as a defining in reality, 

the one who studies politics from this perspective can see 

the consequences or claiming, deciding, resolving, 

socializing, allocating, communicating, and projecting in the 
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reality of the affairs of men, in practical experience. To 

the extent that man in general through group participation· 

can change individual persons, this is where he does it. 

The consequences of this type of defining can be seen in the 

way men and objects are moved in time and space. The 

consequences of such movement can be seen in qualitative 

differences which can be discovered in individual human 

persons. It is in this sense that men define reality, define 

themselves, and it is in this way that politics defines 

reality. This notion of politics as defining reality can be 

suggested only from the perspective of the philosopher who 

is willing to look upon politics as a happening. This is so 

because there is an infinite variety of variables inter

vening between claiming, resolving, socializing, allocating 

and actual change in personal qualities such that the direct 

causal relationship favored by science cannot often be found. 

There is another aspect of defining which is not found in 

the particular types of defining used by scientists as 

abstract units of analysis. This is simply the notion that 

prior to defining and a prerequisite to the defining is a 

state of being which is simply looking at that which is to be 

distinguished, limited, and the boundaries of which are to be 

determined. Before one can define, he must know what it is 

that he is defining. Thia is not to say that he will not 

have a motive or reason for defining. But it is to say that 

he can, if he chooses, separate his own motives from the 
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thing he wants to define and look at it without his own 

relationship and use of it entering into his view of it. 

Then, he can proceed to define on the basis of motivation. 

The suggestion is, however, that his process ot defining will 

be more satisfying and conform to the reality which exists 

if he does look at it first without its usefulness entering 

into the way in which he looks at it. 

The suggestion is that in certain instances men can 

change reality and in certain instances they cannot and in 

other instances they think or believe they should not. If 

men can define reality, or change it in time and space, it 

would seem that they must first know it 1n order to know 

when, where, how, and what they can change or move. It would 

seem advisable to be able to look at it without one's own 

motivations entering into the view as well as without its 

usefulness to one' a ·· own selt. This is not to say that this 

perspective should not be used, but that the significance of 

both should be seen. The perspective with which one looks 

at reality without one•s own motivations entering is that 

capacity described and developed by Husserl and the phenomen

ologists as a state of being discussed in Chapter IV. In 

Olapter v, it was described as simply standing in awe and 

admiration. In Chapters V and VI, it was described as a 

non-conceptual type relation and a way of knowing. In 

Olapter VI, it was described as "public consciousness." In 

Chapter v, the ways of adopting this state of being were 

suggested. 
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The advisability of such a state of being prior to 

defining would seem to be apparent. It would seem to be 

necessary in order to distinguish between what can and cannot 

possibly be changed. Most of all, if there is a possibility 

or change, such a state ot being would be necessary to 

understand how another person would or would not feel morally 

bound not to change or change it. Only with such a state of 

being publicly conscious can one fully understand the 

position or another regarding change of reality. one's 

position in this regard is the result of his conception of 

human nature, his ideal self, and his way or lite, or his 

notion or how he must strive in thought and action in order 

to achieve the ideal self toward which he strives. While a 

concept of human nature exists in the mind and can be 

described and defined through articulation and conversation, 

an ideal self and way of life are not so easily understood. 

While they admit of some description, they exist in human 

action and experience where they reveal themselves to the 

observer along with the manifestations of a concept of human 

nature. A person's position regarding change can best be 

understood through the type of observing which is public 

consciousness which can attend to action as being reveals 

itself. This is crucial tor politics. While men speak with 

concepts and understand each other in these terms in 

politics, politics also includes action and to the extent 

that men act, they reveal themselves, ideals, and ways of 



256 

life which can be understood through observation and which 

three elements constitute a source of understanding a person's 

position regarding what, when, where, and how he will change 

reality. Because politics is action within which men reveal 

themselves, politics must take place within public conscious

ness which is a way in which men can observe and then under

stand others, which way of understanding is different from 

conceptual and articulated transfers or information. A way 

of life cannot be understood by subjecting it to preconceived 

categories,to the force which accompanies questions and 

attempts to compare it with preconceived categories. 

It would seem, too, that only such a stance could 

allow one to see the consequences of an anticipated change 

given the nature of the reality betore him. Mention must 

be made, too, of the place in the course of defining or 

formulating values and defining reality within which this 

state of being in awe or watching occurs. It seems on the 

basis of the discussion in Chapters N and VI that it might 

take place before and after claiming, planning, allocating, 

deciding, resolving, communicating, and socializing such that 

one can know both that which he is affecting prior to the 

defining as well as the consequences of his definition. In 

short, it takes place in the silence which occurs before and 

after group activities. 

If politics is a process of defining, involving the 

formulation of values and changes in reality, it would be 
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well to clarify this definition by saying that politics does 

not take place within a time-space frame of reference. While 

it might take place in time and space, it affects time and 

space and formulates time and space frames of reference. It 

formulates the frames of reference which give meaning to 

group life. It does not create these frames for their 

creation i& the province of the person who joins concepts to 

create meaning. However, concepts of group life are formed 

by men together trom among portions of individually created 

frames of reference. It is in this sense that politics is 

concept formation. The concepts which are formed by groups 

are, as discussed in Chapter VI concerned with public 

objects of consciousness, how men will relate to each other 

across ways of life and how they will determine how concepts 

should be formulated for the group across ways of life. 

This means that when men engage in politics, there is no 

meaning within which it takes place; rather, meaning is 

formed. This means that it must take place simply in 

attention or within public consciousness described in 

Chapter VI. 

It might be important to consider the notion of a 

time-space frame or reference more carefully. A time-space 

frame of reference is a pre-conceived related group of 

concepts which can encompass a new definition or object and 

give it a set, established relationship with pre-conceived 

concepts. A time frame is an abstracted terminous with 
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measured movement toward the terminous. A space frame is the 

mental placement of things abstracted from reality into an 

order or value or priority. When men engage in politics, they 

are presenting definitions of what they need and how they must 

relate with others to maintain their way of lite which is 

rooted or derived from a time-apace frame ot reference and 

which reference includes a concept or human nature. To the 

extent that they are dependent for the existence of their 

own way of life on other ways of life also participating in 

the political process1 they are defining their way of life 

and also presenting it for acceptance by other ways or life. 

Politics exists when these ways of life, frames of reference 

with needs or notions of how one must think and act if he is 

to become in terms of an ideal self collide or conflict with 

each other. Politics exists when the differences in these 

ways of life must be recognized, structured, and replies 

created. It is in this sense that politics takes place in 

public consciousness. If it does take place across these 

different ways of life and different values, the potency of 

the intellect to encountenance and consider many concepts and 

many persons with many ways of life must be utilized. The 

person must be able to look at his own definitions, his own 

way of life and compare and contrast it with others. The 

notion of public consciousness which is simply attention 

directed toward others without images intervening in the 

attempt to see their capacities and ways of lite must exist 
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if the ways of life engaged in the process of defining will 

remain in the process. 

That politics takes place without its own time-space 

frame of reference is not far removed from the reality of 

practical political affairs. Politicians constantly support 

their proposals with meanings. In fact, most of what they 

say is the articulation of what they mean, value, and intend 

by doing a certain thing, deciding in a certain way, or 

proposing a certain thing. For scholars like Michael 

Qakeshott,49 earl Friedrich50 and Paul Taylor,51 this would 

be anathema. For these thinkers, politics always takes 

place within a frame of meaning in which certain words are 

automatically understood, which in a sense defies the 

capacity of the mind to understand alternative meanings, or 

is at least the assumption behind such a notion of politics. 

The notion presented here is that men do not so easily and 

automatically attach the same meanings to words in practical 

politics; rather, politics is taken up when words do not 

have the same meanings. The notion of politics presented 

here is like that of Michael A. Weinstein who sees the 

void created by the absence of such a frame filled by 

49Michael Oakeshott, Rationalism in Politics, op. cit. 

50carl Friedrich, Man and His Government, op. cit. 

5lpaul Taylor, Normative Discourse {Englewood Cliffs, 
N.J.: Prentice-Hall, Inc., 1961). 
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prejudice and greed.52 As presented here, political acti

vities are a unique experience in that it has no frame of 

reference. The absence of such a frame does not, however, 

imply the absence or norms. The norms are provided by the 

nature ot the experience, by that which makes the defining 

possible, i.e., the capacity or the mind to conceptualize and 

to understand different concepts and definitions, to under

stand different ways of life. The c~pacity to understand 

different ways of life is eXpressed in the notion of public 

consciousness developed in Chapter VI. If men are to engage 

in political eXperience, they must utilize their capacities 

and accept the notion of public consciousness as a norm. It 

is this capacity which protects politics from the greed and 

prejudice suggested by Michael Weinstein. 

Clarification of the relationship between the forma

tion of values and politics as defining human relations might 

be attempted. In the first place, it was mentioned earlier in 

Chapter VI that the objects of public consciousness included 

the way men relate to each other across ways or life. In the 

second place, public objects include the ways men establish 

how they will relate to each other across ways of life. In 

that politics is concerned with the formation of the values 

which will guide these relations. it is very much like 

policy-formation approach used to study politics, but it 

52Michael A. Weinstein, "Politics and Historical 
Consciousness" {paper presented at the meetings of the Midwest 
Political Science Association, April, 1970). 
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includes the establishment of the values and relationships 

in actuality, not only the process of forming values. 

Nevertheless, it implies forming new values which will guide 

relations. For the moment, we will ignore the first object 

or public consciousness, i.e., defining in reality, and look 

at the second type or defining, defining which establishes 

ways men will relate to each other across ways of life and 

how this is connected to formation of values. As an example, 

it might be suggested that there are four alternative sets of 

values which seem to be held by persons and which could be 

said to dominate the thinking of a group of persons, in so far 

as what it does, 1.e., passing laws and enforcing them, can be 

traced to one of the alternative values. The values appear in 

person's thoughts and conversation and seem to replace each 

other and change even within individual person's thoughts and 

spoken words. The significant thing is that they appear and 

reappear within the public consciousness of persons, sometimes 

in a position ot dominance, other times receding into the back

ground. This is the understanding ot "formation," especially 

when persons are articulating these to each other. 

As examples of such values which guide the ways in 

which people will establish their relationships, the values 

of private action and enterprise as opposed to governmental 

action and enterprise might be suggested. These two values 

guide the way in which people set up procedures tor what 

government will do and how government will do it or how 

people will relate to each other when they participate in 
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governmental decisions, policy making, claim making, conflict, 

communicating, and allocating goods and services. The on

going or procedural nature of this process of defining and 

forming the values which will guide action can be seen in 

the public debate between Alexander Hamilton and Thomas 

Jefferson during the eighteenth and early nineteenth 

centuries and which was compromised and perhaps decided in 

favor of Alexander Hamilton's position. It was taken up 

again periodically throughout American history, especially 

in the 1930 1s in the policies or Herbert Hoover and 

Franklin D. Roosevelt. The same process of defining group 

values took place between L:yndon B. Johnson and Richard 

Nixon in the late 1960 1s. Lyndon Johnson's program of the 

Great Society was predicated on the value of governmental 

activity in satisfying needs of consumers, poor, and 

blacks. Richard Nixon, on the other hand, valued private 

action and stressed achievement of social objectives through 

private enterprise and action. He stressed voluntary service 

to help the poor and blacks; civil rights policies have 

stressed "black capitalism;" his "Philadelphia Plan" has 

attempted to induce construction and other unions to take 

increasing numbers of blacks. 

Another set of values which has been the object of 

discussion and attention and which values have been used and 

then abandoned has been that of the value ot local action 

versus national action. The question here concerns the value 
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ot local action versus action by a more inclusive and 

centralized level of government. The process or formulating 

and reformulating the values has been directed toward 

specific areas, such as civil rights, education, public 

health, natural resources, and poverty. The position one 

takes regarding which level or government can be traced to how 

valuable he sees either the localized or centralized action. 

The processes or formation and reformation in contemporary 

politics have had profound effects on the relations 

established among people, simply in terms of' the number of 

people active on both levels as well as the power, authority, 

influence, leadership, situations which exist in these 

relations. 

A third set of alternative values has been that of' 

the value of the political individual versus the political 

group. This set of values admits of various ramifications. 

It might take the form ot the debate over the value of 

mandate as opposed to voluntary representation. Another set 

of values which has alternated in use as directives or action 

has been that of the strong legislative power versus the 

strong executive power. This discussion of values resulted 

in a compromise decision and the system of checks and balances 

in the eighteenth century. The process of' forming these values 

goes on in the twentieth century when increases in executive 

power were accompanied by the awareness ot the value of 
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legislative power and attempts to limit the executive by the 

TWenty-Second Amendment to the United states Constitution 

and the Cooper-Church Amendment, proposed to limit the 

president's war-making power. 

If' politics is the process of defining human 

relations across ways of life and if process and defining 

have been eXplained, the next problem becomes one ot 

determining what human relations are such that politics can 

define them. This is a significant question since, like the 

notion of defining, it sets the limits of what is political 

and hence begins to set the boundaries between what is 

political and what is private. As some of the norms and 

standards operative in politics are set by the nature of the 

process itself, so also can one say that the nature of 

human relations will in some way be descriptive of and limit 

the nature of politics. 

The difference between conceptual and non-conceptual 

relations has been pointed out in Chapters IV. and V. 

Chapter VI was totally concerned with the non-conceptual 

type relationship and its significance for politics. While 

aiapter V was concerned with the notion of concept formation, 

this discussion is concerned with the subject-matter, the 

content, or composition of a concept. Then, it is concerned 

with what a human relationship is, and the thrust is toward 

understanding a conceptual relationship. 
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In the first place., it might be asked., "What is man?" 

The most obvious answer is that man is a substance. This 

simply means that there are many individual examples of the 

notion of man., each of which exists in time and space., hence 

subject to change., and to which certain characteristics can 

be attributed. The characteristics are qualities of great 

variety whose nature it is to exist in a substance or 

entity and affect it in some way. While this is metaphysical., 

it is general enough to be accepted by most philosophical 

schools and to be recognizable by the ordinary man. 

It 1a likely that most would agree that men have 

certain qualities which is not to say that all men have 

them., but that these qualities have been displayed by men. 

The first quality is simply that men have a tendency to act 

toward the realization of some goal. The manner of 

striving and the goal will differ but each individual man 

exhibits himself in some tendency to act in some way toward 

some goal which tendency an observer can detect. This 

tendency can become fixed., automatic., and habitual. 

Activity is another quality. This is simply the quality of 

self-initiated changeability. It is a faculty and maybe a 

power in man to become aware of not only goals., but also of 

striving, as well as alternative goals which can be used., 

formed, and changed by the person himself. Potency is 

another quality. It is passivity and corresponds to the 

passions or emotions through which men are subject to forces 
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outside themselves. A fourth is that of quantity, a time

space dimension which gives matter to potency and activity. 

For purposes of politics, this simply means that men can 

change themselves in certain ways, are inherently not subject 

to change perpetrated by themselves in other ways, and are 

subject to change from forces outside their ability to 

control in other ways. 

A relationship is a situation in which the quality 

in one substance points to the quality in another substance. 

To elaborate, it means that the quality in one will prompt 

the direction of attention toward a quality in another. A 

relationship will always have four components. A subject, 

which is the substance in which the quality exists, is one. 

Another substance which holds the quality toward which the 

first quality points is the term. The quality which points 

and is the object of the pointing is the foundation. The 

connection between the three components constitutes another 

whole component, the relationship itself. 

There are three types or relationship depending upon 

the type or pointing which is done by qualities in substance. 

The first is founded on the intrinsic structure of the 

quality and the pointing always involves a similar and 

converse relation. Similarity of quality is an example of 

this type. If A is similar to Band if Bis also similar to 

A in the same quality, the relationship is similar and 

converse. The second ls a mutual relation, found on 
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efficient causal action. The two substances possess a 

converse relation which is dissimilar. Thus, "invader of" is 

a mutual relation. The converse of this relationship, "being 

invaded by" is dissimilar. The third type, non-mutual 

relations are founded on extrinsic causation which has no 

converse. The idea of a chair, for example, is related to 

the existing chair which is its exterior cause. The chair 

is spoken of as known but is a relationship drawn by the 

mind, corresponding to no real qualities in the existing 

thing but which arises through abstraction from the 

qualities of the thing. 

John Lindsay, the mayor of New York, suggests that 

the debate in politics concerns five issues: police 

protection, schools, transportation, housing, and 

hospitals.53 These are material resources which people must 

have if existence is to be maintained for individual human 

beings. They constitute the valued objects which political 

scientists say men allocate, for which they make claims, 

and in terms of which they decide, communicate, and resolve 

conflict. This is ultimately in the realm of having and 

doing. They reflect those resources which will be made 

available to men for existence to be maintained. While 

politics provides an occasion for use in so far as it makes 

resources either available or unavailable, politics does not 

determine their specific uses or the being of men. The use 

53John V. Lindsay, The City (New York: New American 
Library, 1970). 
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will depend upon what individual persons are and the 

capacities they activate to make use or resources. 

Activation ot capacities is in the realm of being. However, 

the realm of being does depend upon the realm of having to 

provide resources which constitute the objects of the 

activation of capacity. The realm of being, capacities to 

conceptualize and to recognize experience, will determine 

the use made of resources and the qualities men will have. 

Being will not be affected by resources, but the qualities 

in the realm of having and doing will be affected by 

resources available and determined by the use being makes 

of them. In so far as quality has been consistently cast 

throughout this dissertation in terms of striving, quality 

and striving of persons will be affected by the resources 

available. Neither the capacity to strive nor the object 

of striving, the ideal self, will be affected. However, 

if resources affect the striving as means, the process of 

striving will itself be affected by the resources. 

There are two ways then in which men do "other 

things" besides dealing with human needs when they engage 

in politics. 

In the first place, the qualities men have will be 

affected by politics. It men have qualities, they will be 

related to each other by that fact. They will be similar and 

different; they will do things to, with, and for each other; 

they will also understand each other in certain ways. When 
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politics deals with who gets what, when, where, and how, it 

is defining the limits of the relationship between people. 

It is not determining or causing them; it is simply defining 

what they will be, distinguishing and describing. By making 

resources available, it will be determining the boundaries 

within which the relationship can exist, but it will not be 

determining or creating the relationship itself. 

There is a second way in which men are doing "other 

things" besides dealing with needs when they engage in 

politics. This is to suggest that when men deal with need, 

survival of existence, and are concerned with the material 

tacts ot existence, they are not performing only that task, 

nor are they operating in a morally neutral situation. 

Rather, they are also saying what they need to live a good 

life as they see it. They are, by that fact, revealing 

their way of life and a concept of human nature. In 

revealing their way of lite, they are revealing the way in 

'N'lich they are striving to live according to different 

notions of an ideal self and are experiencing all the 

emotional and spiritual capacities they possess. It is in 

this way that men are being and experiencing, as well as 

doing "other things" besides dealing with needs and 

survival when they engage in politics. 

Politics attempts to abstract problems from the 

contingencies of human nature in existence. It is the 

attempt to use human capacities to intervene in this 
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existence in order to bring existence in conformity with 

various and even conflicting notions of a good way of life, 

predicated on interpretations of that same existence and 

values, goals, rules, and expectations arising from a concept 

of human nature and a way of life. It involves the extent to 

which, given a way of life and a concept or human nature, man 

will permit what things to be changed, when, where, and how 

in an existence in which they find themselves to be involved. 

It ultimately attempts to give form in actuality to that 

which each individual conceived that he must do and have in 

order to live his way of life. While polities has been 

understood in the liberal tradition as a way of providing the 

goods and services men need to live life as they choose, this 

tradition supposed that needs in some neutral fashi~n, live 

in a neutral isolation from each other, and live their own 

unique way of' life within their neutral isolation construed 

as private and "oft limits" for politics. The problem with 

this, which was not recognized until contemporary times, was 

that when men present their needs for a way of life, the 

presentation is itself affected by the lived way of life. 

Neither was it recognized that providing goods and services 

for private use can result in an unsatisfying private life 

and consequently disillusionment with politics when the 

purpose for which it exists as a means fails. When men 

contend for goods and. services, they do other things; 

namely, they are living a way of life which cannot be 
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hidden, which reveals itself, and is obvious to those who 

want to see and know how to look for it. As for others, they 

are anxiously but unconsciously either favorably or 

unfavorably disposed toward persons and presentations whose 

way of life they can neither see or understand. Only a 

perspective like the public consciousness can dispell these 

anxious dispositions. 

What, then, does it mean to say that politics is 

"defining human relations across ways of life?" What is 

the significance of "across ways of life?" 

In Chapter v, way of life was defined as an under

standing of how one must both think and act if he is to 

achieve an ideal self or live according to guides and 

principles implied, regardless of what the ideal self is. 

It supposes that all men have some notion of an ideal self, 

but the significant thing is not what the ideal self is. 

It is not a notion of which one must think or what one 

must do, but how one thinks and does what it is. It is a way 

of striving and achieving. While it can be conceptualized, 

as here attempted, it can be found only in actual human 

affairs. 

In Cllapter VI, four ways of life were described and 

typed in terms of the activity deemed crucial to the 

experience of striving to achieve the actualization of an 

ideal self. For the Epicurean, knowing and satisfying 

sensual needs, which objects of satisfaction were simply in 
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the environment, was the crucial activity. For Plato, one 

e.xperienced striving as he created and discriminated among 

various objects which satisfied his needs and promoted his 

over-all well-being. For the eighteenth, nineteenth, and 

twentieth century liberal, it was crucial to the experience 

or striving to use other persons to satisfy one•s needs. 

For Aristotle and Aquinas, the activity crucial to the 

e.xperience of striving was telling other persona of one's 

state of being or who he is. Essentially, this amounts to 

being at the service of others, a giving of self. 

Ways of life are crucial to politics because it 

is in terms of these that men either act or do not act 

politically and they affect the success or failure of the 

political process regardless of how one conceives either the 

process or its success. They are problematic to the political 

scientist because they do not admit of easy abstraction from 

human experience, remaining inherently ambiguous. For the 

politician and the ordinary person, they are difficult since 

they are not easily recognized, little understood, the 

objects of fear and anxiety of which men are not even aware. 

Nevertheless, they are ways in which persons can be easily 

grouped together and conceptualized, constituting as a 

concept the object of frustrations and in tenns with which 

individual persons can be easily and rapidly dealt in an 

automatic and unreflective manner, which manner is looked 

upon as necessary in contemporary life. 
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At the same time, ways of life are significant in 

terms of the way persons approach each other. What one 

expects of another and what he himself expects of himself 

will be affected by the experience which he feels is crucial 

in his striving toward an ideal self. Persons cannot avoid 

displaying whether they see other persons as objects of 

their need, whether they see persons as objects they can 

use to satisfy their needs, whether they are solely 

interested in their own needs or whether they are interested 

in others for their own sake which is a way of telling 

others who they are. These displays can be found when 

persons present their needs in the political process. 

In another way, ways or life are significant. The 

e.xperience one conceives as crucial to his development is 

the experience which orders his priorities in the sense of 

what dominates his attention; namely, himself or others 

and othemin what sense. It constitutes his source or 

preoccupation and constitutes the impetus which directs 

his attention when he is in a situation of constant sensual 

bombardment but within which a meaning must be found and 

action must be taken. It provides the intention bebind 

action which arises in a situation. 

In yet one more way, ways of life are significant. 

The experience one conceives as crucial to his development 

will profoundly affect what, where, when, and how one will 

permit changes in the existence in which existence he is 
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caught up and shared with others. Probably, even more 

significant is the fact that one's way of life will affect 

the way in which and the extent to which he is aware of the 

fact that he is caught up in an existence in which others too 

are caught and in which they share. 

The political process eXists at this point or change 

meeting awareness of existence. To fail to recognize the 

existence of the different ways of life is to engage in 

changes of reality which destroy them and to end politics 

for politics exists when different ways of life are allowed 

to exist and ways are found to divide goods and resources 

which will permit all ways to eXist. The significant thing 

is, however, that the mere allocation of goods and services 

on a utilitarian basis will not be sufficient since values 

will not only compete tor scarce resources. Rather, values 

will conflict and the eXperience considered crucial to 

one's development will be excluded by a different and 

conflicting eXperience. The political process is concerned 

with ways in which all ways of life can be allowed to exist. 

It is not simply one of finding laws or creating laws and 

agreements which are possible on the basis of a search for 

common values or values upon which all ways of lite can 

agree. This is so because in many cases values as material 

resources or principles conceived are not all that crucial 

to one's development. Most often, the problem is that whole 

ways of life are the source of such hatred and animosity that 
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the mere presence of persons espousing such a life cannot be 

tolerated. At this point it is useless to search for common 

values or principles or resources conceived as important or 

useful as a grounds for agreement in settling disputes. This 

is so because the dispute is not over goods or values but 

over the existence of persons and ~heir ways or life. It 

is at this point, too, that only a look at existence and 

capacities of persons prevents the destruction of persons and 

ways of life. Ultimately, then, politics, in that it defines 

human relations across ways of life will first have to look 

at persons and their capacities in existence, not what 

persons value as this is only one aspect of human existence 

and this is what is at stake in politics. Ultimately, men 

engaged in politics will have to acknowledge the capacity of 

persons to construct ways of life as the source of political 

norms and standards. Problems among people cannot be solved 

nor relations among persons defined in terms ot common 

values, rather it must be based on an understanding of and a 

search for those objects which persons need to live a way or 

life. Persons espousing one way of life must be involved in 

a search for the objects which can satisfy the needs of 

others given the needs and objects flowing from the others• 

own way of life. It is in this sense that men will be doing 

other things besides satisfying needs when they engage in 

politics. Namely, they will be engaged in experiences of 

search for the objects which satisfy the needs of others, 
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not only in their needs. This is a totally different notion 

or politics, different from that conceived by interest group 

liberalism and described in Cllapter III of this dissertation. 

The key point of differentiation is the distinction between 

having needs and the objects needed. The notion suggested 

here gives an account of needs, but sees politics 

predicated on the assumption that men can focus their 

attention on things other than needs. Interest-group

liberalism as was described in Chapter III conceives or each 

man concentrating on his own needs and articulating these 

needs to others. To the extent that he looked at the needs 

ot others, it was to anticipate how these needs could be 

used to satisfy his own. Objects which satisfy these are 

assumed to be there for dispensation upon articulation or 

needs. Interest-group-liberalism does not give adequate 

attention to the objects which satisfy needs, where they 

come from and how they are created. In construing politics 

as existing across ways of life, the effort has been to 

develop an understanding of how men can become aware not only 

of their own needs but the needs or others as well, and also 

those objects which can satisfy the needs or others. The 

thrust is toward the objects which satisfy needs, not only 

the needs. This is the significance or defining human 

relations "across ways of life." 

for the objects needed by others. 

The search in politics is 

It is made possible by 

the capacity persons have to become aware of the objects 
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needed by others. It is made possible by the capacity 

persons have to become aware of the objects others need. 

Being aware of the objects others need is not merely being 

aware of their needs and does not see them as deprived, as 

interest-group-liberalism does but as fulfilled. Nor does 

it see men as totally exhausted in their own needs and 

strivings, but sees them as capable of rising above their 

own needs and strivings. 

Regardless of the way of life personally chosen 

for one•s own existence for politics to exist according to 

this notion, men must become aware of their capacity to 

recognize other ways of lite and the objects which satisfy 

the needs ot each. 



CHAPTER VIII 

POLITICAL COMMUNITY 

This discussion will attempt to describe the 

conception of political community which accompanies the 

description of human nature developed in the previous 

chapters. Community is understood as common ideas, i.e., 

values, beliefs, goals, rules, and expectations, and human 

action in terms or these. 1 Community, thus, is man's life 

with man within the confines of one way of life. On the 

other hand, political community is man's life with man when 

several different ways of life, i.e., different values, 

beliefs, goals, rules, and expectations, are attempting to 

exist together. 2 The question posed in this essay is not 

simply one of discovering why men engage in activities with 

one another, not simply one of discovering what it is about 

men which motivates them to participate in communities. The 

point must emphatically be made that the question includes 

these two, but is the larger one of determining why men 

1This concept or community is the one usually 
described. See for example, earl J. Friedrich, Man and His 
Government (New York: McGraw-Hill Book Co., Inc~9o3)-; -
Jacques Maritain, Man and the State (Chicago: University of 
Chicago Press, 195ITf ni'via"W. Minar and Scott Greer, ed., 
Concept of Community (Chicago: Aldine Publishing Co., 1969). 

2This distinction is not usually made. 
278 
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engage in political community. Why is it that a man might 

choose to engage in activities with others which are 

political activities and which engagement constitutes 

political community? To ask the same question in another way 

is to ask why men define the ways in which they will relate 

to each other across ways of life. 

This is an attempt to present a theoretical 

definition of political community, the components or which 

can be demonstrated in human eXperience and serve as a 

reterence.3 Moving from a general situation in human 

eXperience community will be loosely defined as man's life 

with man. Later on, the basis of the motives men have in 

being with each other will indicate that community is man's 

"listening" life with man. This is significant because 

while political thinkers usually find a psychological base 

for community, it is usually found to be motivated by 

attitudes or interests. It is in this way that philosophers 

usually find a base for obligation in selfish motives of men. 

3The meaningfulness of such a theoretical definition 
would not be seen by philosophers such as John Ladd, "The 
Concept of Community: A Logical Analysis," in Community, ed. 
by Carl J. Friedrich (New York: Liberal Arts Press, 1959), 
pp. 269-293. Ladd says that because community is not an 
entity, theoretical definitions are not appropriately used to 
treat it. Rather, it should be defined practically and 
studied in terms of the role given to it by political thinkers. 
Ladd finds that it is used as a source of obligation which 
exists as the means of obtaining obedience in a contractual 
theory of state. The intent of this essay is to find a source 
of public morality which is not based on self-interest. 
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It is to the individual's best interest if he obeys the state 

since it was formed to foster those interests. The notion 

suggested here finds the base of community in a broader view 

of human existence and finds listening to be the base rather 

than needs. This is significant in that, while it is 

psychological, that being received is shared by all and not 

particularly and privately consumed. Finding its existence 

in human capacity, the source of morality or what men ought 

to do in political community can be found in human capacity 

also. Ultimately, it is a notion of why men should parti

cipate in politics, not why men should obey the state. 

Questions concerning community inevitably lead to 

recognizing the relations between the individual and 

community. Morality, i.e., what the individual should do, 

lingers behind the problems which such questions raise. It 

is possible to construe the relationship between individual 

morality and the community as non-problematic since 

community implies common values, goals, rules, and 

expectations. If an individual disagrees with those which 

are held by a group of people, he is simply not in their 

community. A different situation exists, however, when 

different communities with different moral systems, i.e., 

different values, goals, rules, and expectations, attempt to 

exist together and to define the ways in which they as a 

group and as individuals will relate to each other. The 
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nature of this attempt will constitute the form of the 

political community, but the question of individual morality 

which faces another morality and community remains. The 

question not only becomes, for us, one of discovering what 

might motivate an individual to participate in political 

community, but perhaps the more formidable one of discovering 

how he can participate in activities with those whose values, 

goals, rules, and expectations are different from his own. 

Such a question has a base in contemporary human eXperience. 

Men ascribing to different ways of lite simply find them

selves existing in situations where they are living together, 

living together through no choosing of their own. This is 

true of the Arabs and Israelis in the Middle East, the 

blacks and whites in America, as well as many other groups 

existing in the contemporary world. 4 Individuals, embodying 

a certain way of life, simply find themselves existing in a 

place with other individuals who embody a different way of 

life. None of the individuals is there of his own choice, 

that choice having been made by others, perhaps centuries 

before. The unique thing about the contemporary man who 

becomes aware of his existence in such a situation is that 

he sees his existence as inevitably tied to or bound to the 

place, the same place to which other individuals, embodying 

different ways of life, also see their existence bound. In 

4see Amos Elon, The Israelis: Founders and Sons 
(New York: Holt, Rineha~and Winston, 19'7!), l'ora -
discussion of this problem. 



spite of vast opportunities for travel, it is becoming 

increasingly difficult both physically and psychologically 

for contemporary man to change his pemanent domicile, to 

posit the existence or his destiny in another geographical 

location or even social location. The individual who finds 

himself so located is in a situation in the sense in which 

Gabriel Marcel, Karl Jaspers, and other existential 

philosophers spoke.5 Events, in which the individual did 

not participate, constitute forces which impinge on his 

capacity to exist in a way in which he finds meaningful. 

Whether due to fact or inability to see them, no satisfying 

alternatives are seen as present, with frustration the 

inevitable result. The ignominious, as well as the 

auspicious, element in this situation is the fact that men 

are frustrating each other. However, that may be, choose 

in the situation, the individual must. He may choose to 

withdraw from the complexities of existing with others 

whose ways of life are different, which is in tact the 

choice many make. Or, he may choose to attempt to exist 

with others. 

Let us ignore, for the moment, the question of what 

motivates a person to attempt to exist with others and 

5oabriel Marcel's best discussions or situation occur 
in Creative ...._,1~...,......, trans. by Robert Rosthal (New York: 
Noonday Press, 19 ; Karl Jaspers, H!.!l in ~ Modern Al5!., 
trans. by Eden and Cedar Paul (Garden City: Anchor Books, 
1957). 
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concentrate on the alternative ways in which individuals 

can attempt to exist together with others. 

In the first place, he can attempt to exist with the 

other by imposing his ideas, i.e., values, goals, rules, and 

expectations, on the other. In a sense, this is destroying 

the others, not existing with them, since it constitutes the 

dissemination of their "otherness." Part of themselves, 

i.e., their ideas, are, in a sense, removed from their minds 

and hearts, to be replaced by ideas not their own, in fact, 

ideas the same as those under whose imposition they are 

subjected.6 To the extent that individuals representative 

of ways of life act in this fashion, political community is 

not created. It is unsatisfactory in that it denies the 

meaningfulness of the urge which seems to be manifest in all 

men to arrange at least some of their affairs by thought 

and language. · It is unacceptable in that it frustrates 

automatically the urge and capacity which all men have to 

structure ideas and arrange worlds of meaning themselves as 

individuals without direction. This is not to suggest that 

6The literature which best articulates this position 
is found in that which emphasizes the "cult of the state." 
G. w. F. Hegel, A Philosophy of History, trans. by J. Sibree 
(New York: John-Wi!ey and Sons, 1944); Benito Mussolini, 
Fascism, Doctrine and Institution (New York: Henry Fertig, 
1968); Karl Marx, Das Katital, trans. by Eden and Cedar 
Paul (London: J. ?Jr.!>en co., 1930); Communist Manifesto, 
trans. by Stefano T. Possony (<llicago: Henry Regnery co., 
1954); Lenin, What Is to be Done? (New York: International 
Publishers, 19'491; ~are ana"'"'lre'volution (New York: 
International PUblishers,-r9'43); Josepn Stalin, Foundations 
of Leninism (New York: International Publishers, 1932); 
'Problems of' Leninism (New York: International Publishers, 
1934). -



individuals do not need direction in this process, nor is it 

to deny that individuals need to be presented with ideas to 

arrange, but it is to emphatically say that each individual 

does in fact constitute and experience a unique and parti

cular empirical and spiritual instance of a mind and will 

capable of operating in terms of ideas. In that imposition 

is the result of some stronger force, its use seems to imply 

that force is the only way in which men can relate to one 

another, which does not seem to fit the facts of human 

experience. 

A second alternative utilizes force of another type 

to support its position. Looking upon morality, what the 

individual should do, as something private and in the world 

of thought only, it suggests that men. can be forced to 

conform to certain actions regardless of what their thoughts 

might hold them in conscience bound to do.7 Relying on 

reasons of state for support in the argument, the position 

says that the majority will, and its notion of morality can 

force the minority to hold its notions of rightness in 

abeyance and conform in their action to the majority's notion 

of rightness. It does not deny the right of the individual 

7The literature which best articulates this position 
can be found in the writings of Thomas Hobbes, Leviathan, 
ed. by Library of Liberal Arts (New York: Bobbs-Merrili 
Co., 1958), and De Cive, ed. by Sterling P. Lamprecht (New 
York: Appleton-~ntury-Crofts, 1949). It can also be found 
in the writings of those who espouse, currently, the 
position known as majoritarian democracy. Austin Ranney and 
Willmoore Kendall, Democracy and the American Party System 
(New York: Harcourt, Brace, and World, Inc., 1956). 
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to hold different notions or what he ought to do, but it 
, 

denies his right to act in terms of it if it is opposed to 

the majority's notion of what is right. This position is 

untenable as a means whereby men with different ways or life 

can exist together because it does not in any way compel the 

majority to justify or explain why its position should be 

espoused by all, other than simply it is the will or the 

most people and is necessary for the existence of the state, 

both of which are susceptible to argumentation in that 

whether or not the prominence of majority will is necessary 

to the existence of the state is questionable and in that 

the justification and argument is not really related to what 

is being done, in all instances. Justification, or an 

explanation of action, seems to be a basic craving found in 

human experience. The position is untenable, also, in that 

it neglects to come to terms with the psychological and 

spiritual trauma of one who is forced to act in accordance 

with ideas he finds to be justified in terms of ideas he 

finds repugnant to his own. 

A third alternative consists in attempting to find 

certain values or ideas which are common to different ways 
8 or life. This alternative is unsatisfactory in that while 

8T111s seems to be the thinking behind some or the 
notions found in David Truman, The Governmental Process 
(New York: Alfred A. Knopf, 19'55T; and Robert A. Dahl, A 
Preface to Democratic Theorl (Olicago: university of -
ailcago 'Press, 1956); HenryB. Mayo, An Introduction to 
Democratic Theory (New York: oxtord University Press-;-1960), 
and Thomas L. Thorson, The Logic or Democracy (New York: 
Holt, Rinehart and Winston, Inc., !'9"62). 
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certain ideas might be found as common and upon which 

conflicts can be settled in particular controversies a new 

and different controversy will send those involved in search, 

once again, for common ideas. It is, thus, difficult to 

anticipate a norm for purposes or guiding one•s actions 

prior to the conflict. The chief deficiency of this alterna

tive, is, however, that it does not account for the existence 

of the controversy nor provide a meaning for both ways of 

life which meaning can constitute a means of settlement. As 

was mentioned in Chapter VII, in many cases, values are not 

the source or problems when men are attempting to live with 

each other across ways of life. 

In contrast to the first three alternatives, a fourth 

looks at the structure of human nature in existence and 

ignores the meaningfulness of ideas in morality. It makes a 

judgment on the basis of life experience that all men are 

motivated first and foremost by economic interests or have 

certain physical needs, which, when fulfilled, will minimize 

conflict, which needs and their satisfaction can constitute 

a basis for settling disputes.9 The dispensing of economic 

needs is the task of the state. Thereby, values, goals, 

9This seems to be the assumption found behind the 
thought of Karl Marx,~- cit., and John Locke, Treatise of 
Civil Government and A-r.eneF Concerning Toleration, ed. oy 
cfiaries t. Sherman (N'ew York: Appleton-century-crofts, 
1937); Harold J. Laski, A Grammar of Politics (New Haven: 
Yale University Press, n7d.) and The state In Theory and 
Practice (New York: The Viking Press, 1935)~ taiswell, 
Politics: Who Gets What, When, How {Cleveland: World 
Puhilshing 't;o7, 1958). - -
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rules, and expectations of a non-economic nature are rendered 

meaningless as a source both or problems and solution among 

people with different ways of life. This alternative makes 

an assumption of an existential nature in that it comments 

on the structure of human nature and then isolates one facet 

of man•s existence as being prime and, in a sense, deter

mining the others. To the extent that this alternative 

operates in this fashion, it is unacceptable because it fails 

to give credence to other facets of human existence and grant 

them as meaningful in human decision-making. 

A fifth alternative sees human beings as so 

ambivalent that no one method can be used as a way to guide 

men when they attempt to deal with others whose ways of life 

ia different from their own. 10 Some would deny that ways of 

life, in the sense of man•s attempt to arrange ideas of 

value, even exist. Accordingly, when they see men dealing 

with each other, they see no norms to guide his actions at 

all, especially, they do not see the possibility of norms 

arising from man's ability to think about or reason about 

his situation. Rather, they see attempts to justify action 

in terms of thought which has no meaning in the sense either 

that conclusive proof is not given or thought is understood 

to be words arranged in terms of emotions but having no basis 

10see, for example, William Barrett, Irrational Man 
(New York: Doubleday and Co., Inc., 1962); Paul Ricceur;-
Fallible Man: Philosophy of the Will, trans. by Charles 
Ke!h!ey ('Cfil'cago: Henry Regne'r'y mr:-;- n.d.). 
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in human thought and action understood together and 

constituting in itself norms. Only force, ambiguous and 

amorphous utilized by individuals responding to various and 

indiscriminate urges can be found in man's life with man. 

Certainly, experience shows that force exists in man's life 

with man, but it could not be said that it is the only type 

of relationship. 

The elaboration and criticisms of these alternatives 

merely serve to point out the difficulties inherent in 

situations within which men with different ideas of values, 

goals, rules, and expectations attempt to exist together. 

More significantly, however, the array of positions points 

out that men do, in fact, try at least to explain, if not 

justify, how they had reached agreements or should reach 

agreements with men whose different values, goals, rules, and 

expectations, had led them into disagreements, and conflict 

situations. Revealing inherent difficulties, all do suggest, 

however, a public morality, i.e. 1 some merging of what the 

individual should do with what other individuals should do 

regardless of different ways of life, i.e. 1 different ideas 

of values, goals, rules, and expectations. 

Men, at least, in the past, have feared a notion of 

public morality. In the first place, it has been assumed to 

be a violation of the capacity of the individual to exercise 

his "freedom of conscience." This is so in the sense that 



public morality, in the past, has been associated with the 

imposition of ideas, goals, values, rules, and expectations 

by the state as it exerted its power as final decision-maker 

and enforcer, thus violating the individual's capacity to 

choose these things for himself. The notion has remained 

in disrepute, too, because it was associated with morality 

understood as ideas, objectively constructed, tightly knit 

concepts, based on a notion of reasoned proofs and 

conclusions, which had their origin in human intellect to 

the ignorance of and neglect of the fallibility of human 

reasoning and the subjective and existential aspects shown 

in human experience. These two notions associated with 

understandings of public morality have blinded men's minds 

to the possibility that other understan~ings of public 

morality might be worth searching for and formulating. These 

two notions seem to rest behind the remarks of Leo Strauss in 

The City and ~,11 which posited that an objective public 

morality could not exist as a basis for politics and govern

ment of men in the contemporary Western civilization. 

11Leo Strauss The °it! and Man ( Chicago: Rand
McNally and Co., 1964~,pp. - 3:--strauss 1s observation has 
been followed by a normative argument by Patrick Devlin, whose 
contention that an enforced and uniform moral code, never
theless, provides cement essential for the preservation of 
society or political community. The Enforcement of Morals 
(New York: OXford University Pre'iis,'" 1965); also see Ronald 
Dworkin, "Lord Devlin and the Enforcement of Morality," 
75 Yale Law Journal (May, 1966), pp. 986-1107. 
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This essay would hope to suggest, however, that a 

public morality or a certain kind is possible for 

contemporary man existing in democratic forms or government. 

It is to suggest that this public morality is compatible with 

freedom of conscience and self government, as well as with 

man•s capacity to reason, although not in the sense in which 

Strauss understood it. 

The first movement in the development of an under

standing of public morality which is so compatible is to 

suggest that morality is not wholly based on ideas, 

objectively constructed. The individual person who constructs 

a notion of what he must do may operate in this fashion; he 

may construct a system or morality which fits his notion of 

what reasoning, the arrangement of concepts and ideas is. 

He may, on this basis, construct from values, notions or 

goals, rules, and expectations. He may find others who 

agree with this concept. However, when he finds and must 

work with individuals whose way of life does not agree with 

his, he must return to a way of thinking which points to 

something outside both of them, which they can both see by 

demonstration, i.e., pointing, and description. That which 

they see, will, of course, be man, and the experiences they 

have both had with men and life. Such can constitute a basis 

of agreement with which they can both agree because they see 

something in that each presents as description and 

demonstration, not merely a line of reasoning. Such seeings 
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and descriptions should not conflict with individually held 

systems of morality, ideas of values, goals, rules, and 

expectations, but could constitute means for revision and 

re-examination of individually formulated concepts and ideas. 

The base of both agreement and revision is a reality outside 

both persons which is seen. It is not agreement based on 

will, desire or need. The argument is based on seeing and 

understanding persons or situations in the same way. It is 

based on the state of being in awe and the notion of 

intentionality developed in Olapters rv, V and VI. It 

involves seeing without preconceived notions and their 

usefulness to the observer. 

If a resolution of the conflict can be found in spite 

of different ways of life and conflicting notions of what the 

individuals must conceive as being what they should do, the 

basis of the legitimacy of the resolution is not their 

agreement, but the descriptions and demonstrations behind 

such agreements, and upon perceptions of reality outside the 

ideas of the individuals, something inherently objective. It 

is objective in that it is a seeing of something external to 

the individuals and upon which all can agree as being there 

to be seen. 

Before moving to other considerations, it would be 

important to set forth precisely what might be meant by 

public morality and what the characteristics of public 

morality might be. It would be possible to set forth these 
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two notions on the basis of alternatives presented above and 

the criticisms of them. 

Public morality is simply a notion which expresses a 

type of experience in which one person is enabled to become 

aware of how he must act toward a person whose way of life 

is different than his own. Public morality is also a way of 

becoming aware of how disputes can be settled in which the 

solution is capable of being rendered meaningful to all 

persons, in spite of the fact that individual standards of 

morality deposited in the ways of life might seem to have 

been compromised. This latter notion descriptive of public 

morality is important in understanding several character

istics of public morality which remain implicit within the 

definition. It would seem that a substantive notion of 

public morality must attempt to describe activities of 

consciousness which permits all aspects of human nature to 

be seen. This is so because to concentrate on one or several 

seems to be, in a sense, "wrenching" certain aspects of man 

from the reality or experience. This would seem to be 

unjustified because the political seems to involve all 

aspects or man within itself in some way. This is so, at 

least, in what we know as contemporary practical politics. 

In addition, any attempt to remove certain aspects or man 

from human experience as being crucial to the understanding 

or politics while appropriate to ways of life and individual 

morality would seem to necessitate further use or concepts 
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and their relations, established by the mind, which is away 

from the direction of this discussion which emphasizes 

"seeing." In the second place, it would seem necessary to 

give some attention to the self and to ideas which are 

distinct from the self which entertains them and has the 

capacity to arrange them in value systems which direct 

action. This is so since it is in this way that conflict and 

resolution can itself be explained, i.e., sameness and 

difference can be explained and free will and conscience can 

be recognized. In this way, different value systems can be 

explained and both found meaningful. In the third place, 

some attention would have to be given to the relation between 

thought and action as it might exist for the individual 

person who is existing in a situation of decision making. 

It was noted that the individual experiences frustration 

when these two appear to him to be dichotomous and the hope 

would be to establish a substantive notion of public 

morality which enables them to move in continuity, for the 

individual person. 

It might be meaningful, now, to return to the 

question of what motivates men to participate in a political 

community, which community is understood as it was defined at 

the beginning of the essay. It might be suggested, at this 

time, that the motivation which various philosophers have 

suggested as being behind the motives of the individual's 
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participation have been derived from or, maybe grew out of, a 

conception of human nature, and this conception has been the 

base of justification in settlement or controversy when 

conflicts arose. It will be the intent of this essay, now, 

to show, in the thought of several philosophers, whoa'.e 

thoughts roughly correspond to the four alternative notions 

of political community, how these thinkers viewed the motives 

of men which led them to develop a political community, and 

then how men could decide controversy when ways of life 

conflicted within them. 

Aristotle would not have envisaged the political 

community as described above. In fact, there would have 

been no political community, only community. This is so 

because the association of men known as the polis or 

community was defined as a group of men united by a common 

seeing of what the good life was. 12 Seen in terms or the 

contemporary man, this was the merging of public morality 

with private morality. No different notions of private 

morality were countenanced within the same polis. Morality, 

what the individual should do, was embodied in the consti

tution and the cultural values and virtues were defined out 

in an idea1. 13 The polis was considered possible and .natural 

12Aristotle Politics, 1323b-1324a. 

13Ibid., 1278b-l280b. Aristotle discusses, also, the 
various parrs-of the soul and those persons whose lives were 
dominated by different parts of the soul were considered to 
espouse "different ways or life." 1332b-1334a. The virtues 
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because men could think, put ideas together, and articulate 

them. 14 It was to enable men to do these things that the 

polis existed, since none of these could be done in 

isolation. But, before man could think and speak, it was 

assumed that he must be able to control his emotions. 

Thinking and speaking was not considered to be possible 

until after man learned to control himself, until he had his 

emotions at his command. This was control understood to be 

developed through habit, attained in family and village life 

and the training which participation in these parts of the 

polis occasioned. Control of the self through habit was 

said to constitute virtue, which one possessed and used 

which was also capable of being perceived by those who 

observed the actions of virtuous men. 15 Virtues were 

characteristics descriptive or the person. 16 Citizens 

enjoyed the status of rulers and ruled. As ruled, they 

looked upon the law as given by the rulers as guides to the 

development of virtuous life. As rulers, and as possessing 

and using virtue, they dominated the public sphere of 

attention in the polis, utilizing their ability to reason, 

possibly, of course, by means of self control, to both create 

directive of each way of life were specified in the functions 
set forth for each in the constitution of the state. 

14Ibid., 1232a-b. 

l5Ibid., 133lb-1332b. 

16Aristotle, Nicomachean Ethics 1105b. 
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laws for the good life of the citizen as well as displaying 

before them virtuous life. 17 When men participated in the 

polis as ruled, they were motivated to do so in order to 

acquire a virtuous life. When men participated in the polis 

as rulers, they were motivated to do so in order to display 

their life of virtue. This was understood as a moral 

activity, the person was displaying himself and his virtue, 

but this was virtue and self understood as conforming to the 

notion of good set forth in the constitution. Perhaps each 

person represented a unique embodiment of the specified 

virtue, but it was, nevertheless, conformity to an ideal 

toward which all men strove. The polis, understood as public 

sphere of attention, existed as a show case for the display 

or virtue which had been developed and achieved, the final 

product of a process or becoming which had taken place in the 

family and village portions of the community of polis. 

Virtue and ideals of good were understood to be ideas, 

concepts, capable of definition, specified and embodied in 

constitution and law. In this, they approximated the notion 

of private morality set forth and defined above in this 

essay. In this way, too, they approximated the notion of 

public morality set forth previously, in that there was a way 

of settling disputes, but the disputes never questioned the 

laws, only interpretations, since there was only one way of 

l7Aristotle, Politics 1260a. 
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life, with no need for explaining different ways of life. It 

was public morality, though, in the sense that what one 

thought he should do would constitute a guide in what he 

should do with other men, although there would never be a 

conflict in terms of different ways of life and different 

laws. It is similar to the notion of public morality set 

forth in that the basis of the community and the way in 

which disputes were settled was in terms of something which 

was seen. The emphasis was on perception or the notion of 

the good. This was assumed to be a "seeing" of something 

exterior to the idea of the individual. While it might have 

been a concept, it was a seeing of something which was seen 

as conceptually common to all individuals, and hence outside 

any one individual. The emphasis was, to mention again, on 

the seeing, and on seeing something which was more than 

something embodied in the individual consciousness. 

In modern political thought, different motives were 

seen to prompt man's engagement in the affairs of the 

political community. For the moderns there was a notion of 

political community as described in the introduction to this 

essay, namely, there were appearing different ways of life, 

the middle class and the aristocratic ways of life, for 

example. 18 Community became political as men attempted to 

18It is possible to link these ways of life with the 
four theoretical types described in Chapter VII. 
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define relations among themselves across these ways or life. 

However, men no longer were motivated to participate in these 

processes of definition because they wished to acquire virtue. 

This was so because commonly accepted virtues toward which 

one could strive were no longer present. Instead, there 

were various notions of virtuous activity. Instead of 

virtue conceived as the individual's control over his 

emotions so that he could reason and control himself in terms 

of reason, reason became a tool whereby men could most easily 

and quickly satisfy different desires and emotional needs. 

Accordingly, men often displayed before others for their 

admiration, action which served only to satisfy emotional 

needs. Accordingly, cunning and shrewdness became those 

states of mind which men admired behind those observable 

activities oriented toward the accumulation of wealth and 

power. criticism and virtuous activity were no longer 

possible on the public scale because, with the diversity of 

ways of life and the moral systems which described them, no 

one morality was accepted by all men in terms or an ideal, 

and morality became a private concern only. It remained, 

as it was for the Greeks, something about which one could 

conceptualize. In some cases, however, it was an emotional 

thing totally, or maybe even an irrational activity. 

While not considered as moral in the sense in which 

the Greeks spoke or it, there was a means here by which men 

could get along with each other in spite of their different 
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ways of life and private morality. This is a way probably 

best described by the first alternative mentioned above, but 

best articulated philosophically by Thomas Hobbes. 

For Hobbes, men were conceived as vain creatures. 

They were motivated by an inexhaustible desire to dominate 

the attention of others by securing for themselves those 

things which those watching wanted tor themselves. For this 

reason, men entered into community, participated in acti

vities with other men. However, men desired to enter into 

political community when they became aware of the fact that 

their vanity could result in their physical death. Fear of 

physical death prompted and motivated men to engage in 

political community, to engage in those activities which 

definitely specified out how they would relate to each other. 19 

Actually, no resolution to conflict over satisfaction of needs 

was intended by this notion of political community. There 

was, indeed, a political community in that individuals 

espousing various ways of life were granted a semblance or 

eXistence, and ways were specified according to which 

different individuals could relate to each other. The real 

intent, however, was not to solve conflict, but rather to 

define out the lines along which the conflict would take 

place, so that individuals would know the rules, along which 

19Thomas Hobbes, De Cive or The Citizen,~-~-, 
pp. 21-24; And Leviathan, op. cit., p'p:" 139-143. 
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the conflict over satisfaction of needs, would proceed. The 

intent was to give a certain stability and predictability to 

the clash of interests. 20 One agreed to the rules because 

he anticipated getting more of the resources for which the 

members of the society competed predicated on the assumption 

that he was more shrewd than the others. The rules protected 

him from physical death and thus enabled him to exist longer 

and accumulate more than if there were no rules. Men 

participated in political communities in order to satisfy 

their own individual needs, which might include need for 

social esteem. The focus of attention of the person was on 

his own needs. The intent behind this thinking was not to 

create laws for moral development of the individual, but to 

punish him simply for violating the rules of the conflict, 

not to train him to control himself, but to simply control 

him. 21 

Thia conception of political activities is projected 

by a conception of human nature which casts man totally in 

the realm of "having." Man is seen as incapable of 

controlling himself, on a purely emotional level, with 

desires and needs driving man out into his environment. 

Reason is an implement of gratification, with control of the 

wiles of human nature in terms or physical force or rewards 

20some of this thinking can be seen in contemporary 
thought about politics. See, for example, Truman, op. cit., 
and most recently, Murray T. Edelman, The Symbolic Uses"""ol" 
Politics (Chicago: university of Illinois, 1967), p:---r9-. 

21Thomas Hobbes, Leviathan, p. 139. 
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and punishments. On this materialistic level of operation, 

fear is the chief technique of control and the individual is 

forced to rely on himself, ultimately, in a stiff and 

contracted state of mind. 

There are paradoxical ramifications inherent in the 

suggestion that fear is the motivation which propels man 

toward community. This is so in that fear is a state of 

mind in which men are repelled from each other, driven to 

concentrate their attentions on their individual and 

respective resources in a defensive fashion. The paradox 

lies 1n the suggestion that such a state of mind could 

prompt a life of man with man in which the obvious 

connotation is that men direct their attention toward each 

other. The way out of the dilemma is the suggestion that 

men should direct their attention toward each other in a 

restricted fashion, i.e., as it will enhance their defensive 

position. This means attending to the needs and vulnerabili

ties of others. Presuming that motivation to participate in 

political community rests on such is to exclude the 

possibility that other motivation resting on other capacities 

might be involved. 

Locke's position relative to the motivation of man 

toward participation in the political community is similar to 

Hobbes in that it is in the realm of having. Seeing property 

as the extension or the person in a fashion similar to 
; 

Aristotle, men enter the political community, not out or fear, 
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but out of a desire to protect their property, property which 

they have drawn from the common resources of society for the 

use of developing their own personality. However, for 

Locke, men could control themselves to a certain extent. Men 

entered the political community and sought to relate them

selves with persons whose ways of life were different 

because it was convenient.22 The intent was to use the needs 

of others to satisfy one•s own. Not one•s life, but security 

of his property was the concern of man as Locke conceived 

him. 23 One•s property would be more secure if there were 

law-makers who could specify and find what rules regarding 

property were, a judge who could decide fairly what the 

application of the law was, and an executor who could 

enforce the law. People used each other to do these things. 

There seemed to be no real limit of man•s ability or 

justification for removing goods from common resources by 

his labor. Of perishable goods, he could remove for his own 

as many as he could use without their spoiling. Of 

imperishable goods, he could hoard as many as he could with 

no limitations. There did not even seem to be the stipulation 

that an individual could remove goods as long as he did not 

interfere with the others•right to remove goods. It was 

simply assumed that men would, by their labor, have enough 

22 Locke, op. cit., p. 51. 

23 6 Ibid., p. 3. 
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to make them happy, and the only limit imposed upon them, 

given abundant supply, was their willingness to work. The 

focus is not on objects of need, just need. Objects are 

assumed to be there. Here, there does not appear to be 

a real standard or criteria to judge disputes between 

individuals who compete and who need an opportunity to 

compete with others who are working to make goods their own. 

There is no limit on the amount they can make their own, and 

no minimum standard amount which they have as a matter of 

simply being an individual. There are no real principles 

upon which such standards can be set. The government, 

created by the society to protect property, must not abrogate 

this trust which the society placed in it; but while the 

government and state must not take the individual's property, 

by what standards can the government decide disputes such as 

the denial of opportunity to remove goods from the common 

resources by other individuals who are depriving others of 

their right by exercising their own right. Ultimately, the 

search is for values which will be agreeable to a majority 

and acceptance rests entirely on such agreement. Such 

difficulties and lack of direction are inherent in the fourth 

alternative way in which individuals can attempt to exist 

together with others. Namely, it takes an aspect of human 

nature, in this case man•s economic interests and needs, and 

gives this the status of being the only factor which motivates 

man to participate in the political community. Political 



304 

communities cannot assume that when individual's economic 

needs are met, no conflict will be found. Conflict will 

inevitably occur over the economic goods, and different 

standards, goals, values, and rules will have to be found, 

of a non-economic nature, upon which the conflict can be 

solved. This is especially so in that economic conflict is 

never purely an economic conflict entirely; rather, other 

elements of individual morality enter. As the point was 

made in Chapter VII, when men articulate their needs, they 

are presenting their way of life for acceptance in that 

their needs must be satisfied if the way of life is to 

exist. 

These admittedly brief criticisms hold as constant 

the notion that community is man's life with man and that 

this state of mind is, by the fact that it exists, attention 

of man directed to other men. They hold also that any type 

of motivation propelling man toward the political community 

which does not stem from man's desire to attend to other men 

is paradoxical and in a sense dysfunctional in that man's 

prime attention cannot be directed both toward himself and 

toward others at the same time. The important word here is 

"prime," because this is in fact what those who take a 

Lockean or Hobbesian position seem to imply. My own position 

would be that prime attention and secondary attention can be 

focused on different things at different times. 
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Now, I would like to attempt to present a new notion 

of why men participate in political communities. The hope 

will be eventually to show how this motivation is related to 

the way in which conflict between men espousing different 

ways of life is solved, or how the motivation is related to 

public morality. However, given the comments and criticisms 

of the ancients and moderns presented here, the attempt here 

will be to present an alternative way of looking at that 

which motivates man to participate in political communities. 

In general, the attempt will be to give a new perspective to 

their notion, to include them, in other words, but to include 

them all within a more comprehensive setting, which setting 

can give meaning to them all, which setting will be the 

thing which permits the development of a notion of public 

morality which can provide justification and explanation, and 

most importantly, a description of how and why conflicts, 

occuring when ways or life collide, can be solved. 

The question of political community asked here is not 

the same as that asked by Hobbes or Locke who both asked why 

men made a contract, or agreement to enter into political 

community. Here, the question supposes that something called 

political community exists and asks why men inject or put 

themselves into the process. Why do they vote, present their 

candidacy for office, make laws and enforce them, all of 

which are activities which define human relations across 

ways of life? 
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It seems to me that there is only one answer to the 

question, given my criticism of the ancients and moderns and 

the conception of human capacities developed in previous 

chapters. Men engage in political communities because they 

want to tell who they are to others. 24 This means that they 

must search out: {l) people who do not yet know who they 

are, who are relatively unfamiliar with them; (2) people 

who are "other" than they are, i.e., who are different, 

the chief difference being that they hold different ideas, 

different notions of morality, than they do; (3) people who 

24rt does not seem that this notion of why men 
participate in political communities is in any way at odds 
with current empirical studies in political science. Much 
of this is concerned with "orientations," following the work 
of Talcott Parsons, et al., "The General Theory of Action," and 
"Values, Motives, anasystems of Action," in Toward a General 
Theory of Action, ed. by Talcott Parsons and Edward A. Shl!s (New Yorlc: Harper and Row, publishers# 1951), p. 4, who 
describe an orientation as "meanings attached to an action in 
terms of goals and interests," p. 4. "Meanings"would establish 
how one chose among alternatives, but it would not say anything 
about his previous choice, which was one of simply whether or 
not to act, i.e., to vote, to run for office. This latter 
choice is motivated by the desire which one has to tell others 
who he is. This is simply a choice to give meaning to action. 
The meaning then directs choice among alternatives. Parsons 
implies that this choice among alternatives after one has 
chosen to act is directed by selfish motivation and only such 
motivation. This can be said because he says that men 
structure meanings "in terms of goals and interests." I would 
suggest that men are prompted by other things besides selfish 
motives when they give meaning to life and when they make a 
choice of whether or not to engage in politics. Some are 
therapeutic, aesthetic and some are unexplainable in terms of 
interests to themselves, but are simply manifestations of 
altruism. Other studies which suggest that men are motivated 
in a variety of ways when engaging in politics are: 
James Q. Wilson, The Amateur Democrat {Chicago: University 
of Chicago Press,~62), and Joseph R. de Rivera, Psychological 
Dimension of Foreign Policy {Columbia: Charles E. Merrill co., 1968):-
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are similar to them, i.e., other selves, beings who have the 

same activities of consciousness that they do, so that they 

can be understood in the terms of the explanation of self 

given. The political community, which includes many ways of 

life, is the best place to do this, because many other, 

different people can be found there. The hope is that the 

understanding made possible by structural capacities is 

potentially there, too. 

The attempt will be made here to show how thi~ 

motivation to engage in political community both is and can 

be found in experience through reflection. The attempt will 

also be made to show that this motivation encompasses the 

other motivations suggested by the previously discussed 

political philosophers. The question then is one of 

discovering how might "telling others who one is" relates 

to display of virtue, fear of death and use of the needs of 

others. 

First or all, it must be said that this is a moral 

activity performed within a public context. It is not in 

the realm of making, and art; one does not create his 

personality in the sense described by Aristotle. It is not 

looking to an ideal and trying to emulate the characteristic 

embodied in the ideal. It is not only, but includes, the 

practice or habitual control over the emotions, as it was 

for Aristotle. The personality is not something which exists 

apart from the person. While it might be observable and is 
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on display, it is the person as integrated, virtue being 

description of control of states of mind as well as states of 

emotions, and both of these working together. For Aristotle 

and the Greeks, the control of the emotions, virtue, was 

separated from and a step prior to the operation of reason. 

Here, however, virtue, as description or characteristics of 

the person supposes controlled mind and emotions such that 

virtue or striving is possible. This is person, this is 

virtue; this is who the person wishes to be, strives to be, 

and who wishes to tell others of himself and reveals him as 

he acts. It is only with the existentialist

phenomenologists, who developed activities of consciousness, 

that this notion or control can be considered. 25 In so far 

as this notion suggests the mind and emotions working 

together, it is in the realm or being, not of having, although 

having is included in being, i.e., the emotions and their 

objects.26 Current political science emphasizes the having 

aspects or man. At least this is what they say, although I 

would question whether having can be isolated from being. 

They do, however, emphasize orientations, which is not 

state of being, state or being constituting the more inclusive 

25The best discussion or these activities in terms of 
precision can be found in Nathan Rotenstreich, ~irit and 
Man: An ~963~ on Being and Value (The Hague: rtinu~ 
N'!Jhofl"; , pp. 3-22:--

26This notion or being is presented by Gabriel Marcel 
Homo Viator: Introduction to a Metaphysic or Hope (New York: 
Hirp'er and Row, publlshers,-r96'3). - -
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notion. Orientations connote tendencies, inclinations toward 

material things and emotional needs which things can fulfill. 

The realm of being and activities of consciousness connotes a 

"seeing" of things, not simply a moving toward things 

impulsively for purposes of consumption, but a movement 

inspired by the will, intent upon distinguishing the self 

from the thing observed, in a movement of detached 

admiration. 27 

27The value of speaking of the activity or man in 
terms of being and the activity of consciousness can be 
found in the fact that these two notions attempt to present 
man as integrated and whole, where as "orientations," 
"attitudes," and "motives," attempt to divide man into 
specific and isolated aspects, which, for politics, invol
ving all facets of man•s existence in practicality, does 
not seem satisfactory. Activities of consciousness are not 
orientations, attitudes, or dispositions, all of which are 
proper stances toward objects. They might also be properly 
descriptive of stance toward situations. For man, with a 
free will supposed, objectification is not a stance which 
can be assumed as the only approach whereby men can deal 
with each other. Such an assumption seems to be behind the 
thoughts of Parsons and others who follow his line of 
research, for example, Angus campbell, Gerald Gurin, and 
Warren E. Miller, The Voter Decides (New York: Row, 
Peterson and Co., 19'5'4). orientatlons are, in a sense, 
mental sets which connect an action with meaning, i.e., way 
or life, moral system. They are things which help men to get 
their bearings. According to campbell, et al., these things 
in politics can be found in party, issues, and candidates. 
When I use the term "activity" of consciousness, I have in 
mind those motions the mind goes through in arranging 
meanings, establishing identities, and hooking meaning, moral 
systems, with the situation and objects. Others, for example 
Angus campbell, et al., Elections and the Political Order 
(New York: John""lviley and sons, Inc.,-r9"o6), study attitudes, 
which are bodily postures showing, or which are taken as 
meant to show, a mental state or mood. Activities or 
consciousness includes mood, but also the thought which goes 
into the action. The same type of criticism would apply to 
those who study men in terms of motives or dispositions, 
which are desires, impulse, intention which moves a person to 
act. Bernard R. Berelson, Paul F. Lazarsfeld, and 
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The occasion for the moral activity, i.e., personal 

becoming, is the conflict which ensues when different ways of 

life collide and ways of existing together must be found, with 

ways of life embodying different values, goals, rules, and 

expectations. The conflict, as explained in Chapter VII, is 

not over needs as Locke thought, presented by different ways 

of life but by the objects which can satisfy needs presented 

by different ways of life. A political figure tells who he 

is by attempting to reconcile this conflict, the conflict 

being obstacles in his own path toward becoming that which 

he has set out to become. The challenge presented by this 

conflict is that of discovering many different needs 

necessitated by many different ways of life which are not 

one's own and then matching them with objects needed by each 

which are not one's own. The virtues which he displays are 

those of his moral person, not those prescribed for him by 

society or the culture in which it exists, as it was for 

Aristotle. This is so because the political figure exists 

in a situation in which there are many and diverse societies 

and sub-cultures. Only the striving can be revealed and 

observed. To have any virtues or values prescribed by any 

William McPhee, Voting (Chicago: university of Chicago Press, 
1954). The assumption of this study seems to be that thought 
is not only not studied nor considered, but it is presupposed 
not to be significant for action in that forces outside the 
person determine how he will choose in voting. It must be 
mentioned, too, that these are studies of "people," "men in 
general." Activities of consciousness, too, implies that all 
men use these motions in thought, but the idea here is to 
study this movement as the individual person experiences them. 
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one of the groups conflicting is to foreclose the possibility 

of attracting any opposing groups to reconciliation. The 

political figure who hopes to be successful in his attempts 

to define human relations across ways of life must display 

his personality, his own private virtues, his moral virtues, 

for he can no longer wear a mask which possesses the virtue.a 

prescribed by the ideal of a society or culture. For the 

contemporary man, political affairs take place in the realm 

ot morals and being, not in terms of art and having. They 

tell who they are, at least this is their desire and 

motivation behind engaging in political community. Telling 

who one is can be conceived as attending to others without 

looking first to one's own fear or convenience, which are 

existential states, but not who one is in his totality. 

This is to say that the person is a moral person, 

displaying his moral person, with the way of life, the system 

of moral ideas, i.e., ideas of value, goals, rules, and 

eXpectations, appearing first. When conflict ensues, public 

morality, which I am going to describe as openness of 

consciousness, enter as the capacity of the person, and upon 

which reconciliation of conflict can proceed. 

The moral nature of this activity can readily be 

seen. When a man accepts the task of reconciling conflict, 

he can take the conflict as an obstacle which constitutes a 

personal challenge. By committing himself to a certain line 

of pursuit, he is virtuous or becomes virtuous in terms of 
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his capacity to strive and draw his policies to successful 

conclusions. The political figure becomes, or is courageous, 

generous, for example, in a situation of policy making and 

its pursuit. 

The political figure does not become moral in terms 

of the criticisms and suggestions of the public who is 

watching, nor in terms of other political figures with whom 

he is engaged inthe process of defining human relations 

across ways or life. He can depend upon the public for 

criticism, the substantive nature of which he must evaluate 

for himself. He can accept their criticism, not substantively, 

but as criticism of him and deserving or evaluation or him

self only in that it points out what he seems to be doing. 

His attention is called to his action of which he may be 

more or less aware. However, given the pointing out or 

demonstration of what he seems to be doing, a base is 

provided for his own self-criticism and evaluation from a 

moral standpoint. 

The suggestion is that men engage in political 

communities because they want to tell who they are. The 

political community is a convenient place to do this because 

here, necessarily and inherently since various ways or life 

are found, one must act as a moral person, not simply as 

society or culture has prescribed the values and virtues 

which he must possess. If men are not active in the 

political community it is because either they have no 
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personality, in the sense of moral character, or because they 

desire not to tell who they are. 

This is not to ignore the psychological state of fear 

which Hobbes described as the prime motivating factor toward 

man's participation in political community. Fear can be, 

indeed, a factor, although not the way in which Hobbes 

explained it. For Hobbes fear of passing out of physical 

existenoe, physical death prompted man to seek security in 

the state, which was political community, conceived 

synonymously. Another fear which could prompt political 

community and involvement is a fear of spiritual death. 

Predicated on the assumption that man is morally and 

intellectually potent and capable of constructing a world of 

meaning which explains who he is to himself personally, this 

is a spiritual activity which each individual human being is 

capable of performing. The fear is that an individual might 

lose this spiritual capacity due to some forces which are or 

at least seem to be out of their capacity to control. The 

fear is that the person will lose his capacity to tell others 

who he is. 28 The solution might be that men become persons 

28rf men participate in political community in order 
to tell others who they are, it seems that this motivation 
does not exclude any possible experience which could prompt 
men to engage in life with others. All the five alternative 
ways in which persons can attempt to exist with each other 
can be subjected to that charge, it will be recalled. If 
the motivation is conceived as a source of public morality, 
it does not destroy any of the human capacities nor ignore 
any of the experiences which the five alternative ways to 
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by overcoming obstacles in goals they have set for themselves 

and this solution immediately propels man into the political 

community which contains the conflicts and obstacles which 

they can use to become persons and this same activity neces

sitates constant telling of who they are. The political 

community becomes an occasion within which the fear of lost 

meaning is overcome because the situation calls for constant 

articulation of whatever meaning is to be found and how one 

is developing personally. 

If then, men are motivated to engage in political 

activities by the desire they have to tell others who they 

are, how is this related to a substantive notion of public 

morality? It was observed that political activities are the 

best occasions for men to tell others who they are because of 

exist with others seemed to do. In the first place, it 
supposes that men can arrange ideas of what they ought to do, 
otherwise, they could not tell others about themselves. It 
supposes that resources necessary for such arranging will be 
available. In the second place, it assumes that men will be 
able to observe in the actions of others personal 
characteristics which suggest that some connection between 
thought and action is acknowledged. In the third place, as 
it is based on personality, action must always be reconciled 
with, justified by, and explained in terms of the personality. 
In that each person tells who he is, capacities to build 
different value systems are acknowledged and hence the 
existence of controversy is explained. In the fourth place, 
telling others who one is includes motivation by social and 
economic needs in that they are a medium through which men 
can have aesthetic and therapeutic motivations for 
participating in political community, but does not exclude 
the use of force as an instrument of the community. 
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the presence within it of so many different persons and ways 

of life. The problem remains one or discovering some means 

whereby different people with different ways of life can 

exist together. It will be recalled that a notion of public 

morality would seem first of all to be a type of seeing, 

seeing, things which are external to the individual's own 

moral system composed as it is of ideas and concepts of 

value:,, goals, rules, and expectations. The "seeing" is, of 

course, made possible by the state of being in awe 

described in Chapter V and called public consciousness in 

Chapter VI. When a person engages in political activities, 

values, goals, rules, and expectations come into conflict; 

a meaning must be given to the conflict itself, and provide 

a solution to the conflict. This latter is the second 

attribute or characteristic or public morality. 

How can one arrive at a notion or public morality? 

It seems resolving conflict across ways of life must be 

ultimately linked to motivation for entering the political 

community. If, as was mentioned above, men participate in 

political communities in order to tell who they are, it 

might contribute to the understanding or a notion of public 

morality to consider what structural components men have 

which enable them to tell who they are, or at least try to 

tell who they are. When Aristotle discussed the motivations 

behind man's participation in political community, it seems 

that he was saying that men have capacities for language, 

reason, and virtue. The trouble with this is simply that it 
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does not say enough. Especially this does not say enough 

when questions arise like those raised in connection with, 

and in criticism of, Locke. Simply to say that men have 

needs for economic goods, or to say that men have capacities 

for reason and virtue, will not solve conflicts which are 

cast in terms of issues of open housing, welfare of all sorts, 

and school integration. 

Such conflicts can only be solved by looking again at 

man, a looking which must be a seeing of other men which are 

external to oneself and one•s own way of lite, or conceptual 

system of morality, values, goals, rules, and expectations. 

It must attempt to see the moral system of another as it is 

in itself, not as seen through one•s own moral system. 

Examination or man, and the attempt to look beyond any one 

aspect, or several aspects ot human nature or man, to all of 

man, or man in his total existence is predicated on man•s 

capacity to tell who he is. It is only in this way that one 

can look beyond any one aspect. The question is, though, 

one of determining in a more specific way exactly what 

Aristotle had in mind, or what one, anyone, can have in mind 

when he says that man has the capacity to reason, to develop 

virtue, and must have economic goods to develop these 

capacities. In a sense, the question is also one of 

determining exactly what the framers or the Declaration of 

Independence had in mind when they said that "all men had a 

right to life, liberty, and happiness." The problem is that 
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they understood these rights as self evident. They presumed, 

in other words, that these were imbedded in the structure of 

human nature, which might be true, but they did not examine 

what they meant. What meaning could they possibly have had, 

or do have in the existential affairs of men in the 

twentieth century? Law exists as a guide to implement 

these principles, but the difficulty is that reliance on 

these principles as self-evident has not enabled men to think 

in terms of their meanings. When conflict arises in inter

preting the law, the question of the principles will come 

into orbit if no understanding can be found which can be 

meaningful to different systems of morality. This seems ·to 

be happening in the United States today. If the principles 

have no meaning, why have them at all. Part of the problem 

can be in evidence, too, in Judicial decision-making in 

which few principles can be found to explain resolutions of 

conflict. The problem is that no meaning has been worked 

out to describe the principles in terms which are under

standable and meaningful to those involved in the conflict. 

When the Declaration of Independence affirms that 

men have a right to "life, liberty, and pursuit of 

happiness," such affirmation has its base in the notion that 

men have capacities for reason and virtue. The attempt here 

will be to construct a meaning for this notion such that it 

can be understandable for men in all ways of life. This is 

a proposed notion of public morality and a substantive notion 
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as well. It is predicated on the assumption that a "seeing" 

can and must be involved. The attempt will be to demonstrate, 

from the experience of the reader, human capacities which can 

give meaning to principles which principles can provide a 

public morality. 

Experience shows that all individual moral systems 

are composed of directives which serve common functions and 

have common meanings, such as values, goals, rules, and 

expectations which may differ substantively or particularly. 

However, they may differ substantively, they all have ideas 

of values, goals, rules, and expectations. What seems to be 

common to moral systems and the experience which makes them 

all possible is the capacity of the individual mind using a 

moral system to behold ideas. Even when men speak of moral 

systems, their speech indicates that there are certain 

activities which make the arrangement of values, goals, 

rules, and expectations in some relationship a possibility. 

All men seem to have certain capacities to handle and 

arrange ideas. These could be called activities of 

consciousness. These activities seem to be innate but are 

not categories. They seem to see linkages and then to in 

fact fit ideas together without changing, shaping, and 

creating the ideas themselves. This is not suggesting that 

men cannot create ideas, but that in fact they seem to be 

able to do both. Again, both these capacities to handle 

ideas can be seen in the ways men speak. These are neutral 
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capacities which all men have and use to construct substan

tively different moral systems. These same activities can be 

used to see different ways of life. 

In the first place, the mind is potent or has power 

which it can activate in diverse ways. The minds of men are 

not geared to only one moral system. This is manifest in 

the fact that different men have different moral systems and 

can talk of and point out differences. Other activites can 

be understood by means of the consciousness confronting a 

situation. A second activity of consciousness is that of 

alertness. The mind can draw back from a situation in which 

it is involved and see it as a whole, a relationship which is 

without the person himself. He can see it as a situation in 

which force is both impinging on a person and in terms of 

which the person too uses his own creative energy. However, 

the person is not himself. From a stance apart, he can see 

the situation from different perspectives. In the third 

place, the mind can elucidate. It can enter into a situation 

once again, isolate the components, and their relations. It 

can judge certain parts as important in terms of other 

considerations. In the fourth place, the mind can act 

spontaneously. This simply means that on its own momentum 

it can project itself back and forth from the situation. In 

the fifth place, it can cognize. It can simply say that a 

certain thing "is." In the sixth place, it can attain a 

degree of self-consciousness. This simply means that it can 
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look at itself in terms of the conformity of its action to a 

moral system. 

The activities seem to be tangible enough. one can 

think of his own thought processes and recall these activi

ties, and even demonstrate them. However, he cannot account 

for the activity of them. What makes them operate seems not 

to be describable or explainable. Nor can he say what they 

are. These things happen, but why they happen admits of 

no empirical verification. Be that as it may, when one 

attempts to explain who he is and his value system, he 

reveals to the observer that he is beholding ideas in 

certain fashions similar to these. '!be important thing is 

that the person listening and observing must use these same 

structures of consciousness in order to understand who the 

person is, i.e., how he has arranged his ideas. 'Ibis 

arranging of ideas is a manifestation of man's capacity to 

give meaning to his life. 

While each person must be free to construct and hold 

his own meaning, he can truly be aware -of it by being in a 

position to see that it is really his own meaning by being 

in a position to compare it with others whose meanings are 

different from his own. It is only in a political community 

that men have the opportunity to see, both themselves and 

their meanings as well as others and their meanings. It is 

only in political situations where men can see themselves 

and others and thus be able to both construct and hold 
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meanings for their lives. It is only in the political 

community that men can be free of the fear which comes from 

apprehension which grips one when he sees that some people 

do not have the capacity to give meaning to their lives 1 to 

say who they are 1 where they are 1 what they are doing 1 and 

where they are going. It is the openness of the political 

activities which is the opportunity to see oneself and 

others 1 who are different 1 which permits one to come to a 

realization of self1 and establish meanings for himself. 

Friendship 1 knowledge that others are listening1 is that 

which permits the openness of the political activities1 as 

well as dispensing with fear. 

This is to say that it is only through friendship 

that a political community 1 as defined here 1 can eXist. If 

a political community is indeed possible because men can 

"see" other ways or life 1 and if political community is the 

attempt of different ways of life to exist together1 it is 

inconceivable that such can even be attempted unless indivi

duals espousing various ways of life feel free to talk and 

communicate with each other about their ways of life in a 

manner which indicates respect for each and the differences 

they imply. Only an indicated willingness to listen can 

dispel the fear associated with "telling who one is 1 11 as 

well as the fear associated with the possible revision or 

one•s way or life after participation in the political 

activities and revaluation in terms of discoveries and 
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experiences. The emphasis is not on the respect and 

toleration of other ways of life, but on the willingness to 

communicate about these. such relations must eXist between 

people in the mass of politics, as well as among the elite. 

The important thing here is the will. It is crucial 

and at root the base of public morality, if political 

community is participated in by men who want to tell others 

who they are. Namely, because or spontaneity, individuals 

can activate their own structures, and choose to behold 

ideas in certain ways. Because the mind of the human being 

seems to be potent, it is not unlikely to suppose that there 

is an awareness, or active intellect, which can direct, as a 

seer, the attention toward another value system for purposes 

of understanding it. It can hold its own moral system in 

abeyance for purposes of understanding others. But one 

cannot understand a value system simply by hearing it 

articulated. The listener must utilize somewhat the same 

structures and activate them in the same way as the 

articulator, if he is to understand the position of the person 

who is attempting to tell who he is. It is not so much that 

it can be done fully and perfectly, but it can be attempted 

with some success. Allowances are for the will. 

The activities of consciousness are demonstrable in 

human experience and constitute specifically what it means 

to say that men have capacities for reason and virtue and an 
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understanding of why men have a right to "life, liberty, and 

pursuit of happiness." 

If it can be said that men are motivated to partici

pate in political community by a desire to tell others who 

they are, and if it is possible to say that there are 

certain activities of consciousness which make possible the 

actualization of this desire, it is possible to say two 

things: (1) a new basis has been found upon which to under

stand political community; (2) new principles or a notion or 

public morality can be found upon which to settle conflicts 

which occur across ways or life. 

To take up the first consideration, a new base has 

been found for political community. It is based upon man•s 

desire and capacity to tell others who he is. If this 

capacity and desire is accompanied by the capacity to under

stand other ways or life and value systems, it would seem 

that the possibility of political community is no longer 

built simply on man's capacity to tolerate the existence or 

different ways of life. Neither is it built on a philosophy 

of "live and let live." Rather, the political community is 

built on man's capacity to listen to another's way of life, 

the telling of who he is. This is an active way of existing 

together, in a sense transactional. It is based on the on

goingness of human existence, not on isolation and toleration. 

While politics might be a speaking and defining, political 

community is a listening. Political community is listening to 
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others who speak from different ways of life. 

One does not enter the political community to protect 

his right to "life, liberty, and happiness." Rather, he 

enters the political community to tell others who he is for 

the aesthetic enjoyment of expressing who he is, how he is 

striving to become, how he is different from others, but how 

he is also the same as some. He enters the political 

community to show how he is unique, how he is a person. 

This does not preclude the fact that in indicating who he 

is, that he might be at the same time, attempting to secure 

the goods and material advantages which are necessary for 

his own personal development and way of life. However, when 

he engages in such competition, he does so with the awareness 

of the fact that something moral is happening to him at the 

same time. 

In that there are moral activities being carried on, 

the notion of political community has distinct similarities 

with the Greek notion of community. However, modern men do 

not think of themselves as possessing virtue as suggested in 

Aristotle's notion of the citizen. One never is assumed to 

possess virtue as a qualification for participating in the 

political community in the capacity of ruler. It is not 

assumed that one achieves a certain "sufficiency" of virtue 

in private life in the family and smaller or different 

subdivision of the state. For Aristotle, virtue was in the 

realm of having. Virtue was a characteristic which caused a 
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person to function well in his community. 29 It was a habit 

which controlled the passions as a guide in making choices, 

which choices were inspired by reason and the 11mean." 

Virtue was in the realm of action, both determining the 

goals to be pursued and determining the goal. One 

displayed30 virtue in his action and hoped that personality 

and character would develop in terms of the action displayed. 

For the modern man, virtue as discussed by the 

existentialists is found in the realm of being. It does not 

exist as a characteristic which helps one to function; it is 

not in the realm of having, but of being. One specifies 

those virtues which he will practice for their own sake, for 

personality development in accordance with the meaning one 

has constructed in his moral system and way of life. One 

knows virtues by his place in the hierarchy of being and 

the goals are set by it, not by goals and functions set by 

society. one chooses the personal characteristics in terms 

of which he hopes to become and strives to emulate them out 

in his own action, with the ehoice preceding their presence 

in the realm of action and action being the medium through 

which becoming occurs. Ideas and moral systems might be in 

the realm of having. One might have ideas of generosity, but 

in the realm of the action, one simply is virtuous, is 

generous, etc. The private moral system and sphere is 

29Aristotle Nichomachean Ethics 1106a. 

30 - Ibid., 1103a, 1145a. 
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concerned with having, desire, fear, despair, function, in 

terms of things possessed. The public sphere is concerned 

with being. This is so because of the nature of the 

political experience. 

I1' political experience can be described as the 

process of defining human relations across ways of life 

with the notion of political community which accompanies 

it, the process and eXperience is inherently frustrating. 

Even though a meaning is given to compromise and accom

modation of the various ways of life, the frustrations 

occur because no one can ever achieve exactly that for which 

he is striving in the process. At root, he can never think 

only in terms of having, with the accompanying orientations 

of desire, fear, despair, function, and techniques. If he 

did, he would never achieve any amount of satisfaction. 

Instead, political activities must have some e·lements or 

Aristotle's notion of happiness.31 One participates in it 

for the pure joy of participating, for the pure joy which 

comes from participating in an activity with happiness the 

result of doing. Happiness is not associated with achieve

ment and the end, the product of an activity, but rather 

from the activity itself, the engaging in political action. 

The activities of consciousness which accompany this notion 

3lone can engage in political activities because he 
is a person with purpose. However, politics is not itself 
defined as an activity. 
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of political action are in the realm of being, hope, fidelity, 

and will.32 This is so because in politics one cannot know 

the result of his action, instead he must hope in others. He 

must have the will to work for his goals, in spite of the 

odds against his success. He must have faith in others with 

whom he is vulnerable. This is the realm of being and state 

of mind, not of having and orientation. The alternative to 

this notion of politics as open, and in the realm of being 

and state of mind is that of politics as ideology, the 

having of notions of ways of life which material goods and 

institutions can impose upon people because of their 

orientations toward and need of material goods and 

institutions and incapacity to entertain thought through 

activities of consciousness, inability to be aware of the 

inherent fallibility of the mind and its striving to know 

what is, and inability to deprive themselves of that which 

they wish to have. 

If men are motivated to participate in political 

conununities because of the desire to tell who they are, what 

can be said for principles upon which to settle conflict which 

occurs across ways of life? What norms can arise as a system 

of public morality from such a notion of political conununity. 

Operating on the assumption that men are motivated to 

participate in the political community to secure life and 

32This notion of the realm of being is best described 
by Gabriel Marcel, Philosophy of Existence, trans. by Manya 
Harari (New York: citadel Preis, 1968), pp. 9-47. 



property1 democratic institutions operate on the assumption 

that the political community could properly regulate the 

behavior of men only if their behavior threatened the rights 1 

safety1 or interests of others.33 This was the only time that 

the political community could assume a moral role1 i.e. 1 

telling persons what they ought to do and enforcing it. 

This was considered to be an adequate principle upon which 

to settle disputes. However1 while this principle was based 

on the eXperience and existential condition of human nature 1 

it abstracted only one aspect from that nature1 the economic1 

and failing to provide a full picture of human experience1 it 

has been experiencing difficulty in formulating principles 

upon which the resolution of conflict can be understood and 

accepted as meaningful to all men in the political community. 

It will be suggested here that a notion of political 

community1 which sees participation the result of man's 

desire to tell others who he 1s 1 can provide understandable 

and acceptable principles in conflict resolution because it 

is expressive of the most essential structures of human 

nature as found in human experience. 

In the first place1 all men can recognize in them

selves the urge they have to tell others about themselves. 

They can see within themselves and their own experiences1 

that this is not something which one can tell the same 

33John s. Mill( On Liberty (London: 
University Press1 1963J.-

Oxford 
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persons again and again. One must be able to tell it to 

others who are not familiar with "his story." He cannot tell 

it only to people who share his own moral system. There is 

at least some thrill in telling it, in certain instances, to 

someone who is holding moral systems which are different from 

one's own. He can see in himself', also, the contradictory 

movement within which he is reticent and hesitant about 

telling others who he is. He can see the conditions within 

which this movement seems to be the strongest. 

In the second place, the person can see the meaning

fulness of this motivation as the base of' the principles 

behind conflict resolution in a political community because 

it is predicated upon community, people doing things to and 

for each other, not remaining in their isolated spheres of' 

private interests, coming out only to exercise reason in 

restraining men from obtaining the goods and services which 

they both, in fact, need, or suppose they need, to develop 

their private personal lives. Men can realize that in order 

to tell who they are, men must have previously given meaning 

to their lives through some sort of' moral system of values, 

goals, rules, and expectations. Otherwise, they would not 

know who they are when they wished to express themselves. 

Given this yearning, there can be discovered, then, the 

capacity which all men have to give meaning to their lives. 

This accounts for the diversity, and can explain and give 

meaning to the various ways of life which form the base of' 
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conflict in the political community. In the third place, men 

can realize that they have capacities to listen when persons 

desire to tell them about themselves. The listening is as 

much an integral part of the political community as the 

defining or speaking which takes place in it. 

In the fourth place, one can become aware of all the 

resources which are needed in order for a person to express 

who he is in terms of the meaning which he has established 

for himself. This means that he must have all the resources 

necessary in order to establish a meaning for his life. This 

includes economic resources, the freedom to construct his own 

meaning, and the social resources, namely, other people and 

ideas., especially contact with other people with other ideas. 

All men can realize that in order to give meaningfulness to 

their lives and express who they are, they must be in 

positions to exchange ideas with men who are different than 

themselves. 

From this aspect or attribute of human nature which 

each person can recall and experience as meaningful on the 

basis of his past, what principles can be drawn as the basis 

of conflict resolution in political community? In the first 

place, this notion of political community implies that no 

person may refuse to listen with the intent to understand 

persons whose ways of life might be different from his own. 

This is a publicly moral stance, which stance is the mark of 

the political community, an activity of the mind implying an 
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openness. Not to assume this stance is to the disadvantage 

of the prospective listener as well as the speaker. In the 

second place, this notion of political community implies 

that men join together, create institutions for the purpose 

of making it possible for men to tell each other who they 

are. This assumes spheres of attention in the mind which 

are left open for human action. Certain actions and 

functions in the political community must be left undefined, 

not specified, by those who are making the rules. Rather, 

groups of people must be allowed to engage in debate and 

ideas exchange thereby. Legislation would have to be cast 

in general terms allowing for private initiative in 

application. In the third place, institutions and the men 

who define them must create the conditions within society 

such that men are in a state of relaxation and freedom from 

fear so that men will express ideas and be provided with 

the leisure to think of them. In the fourth place, this 

means that the political community will be responsible for 

the provision of physical space as well as protection of 

mental space in that land use and planning would be provided 

by the government acting in the interests of all people, 

their interests being areas for private domicile as well as 

areas for public use. Provision of the areas by the 

authority of the political community is all that is implied 

here, leaving the activities taking place within the areas 

free for individual and group initiative. 
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It is possible to at least suggest that many men, if 

not most, could understand and accept these principles as 

reasonable. This is to say that if they were involved in a 

conflict brought before a court of law, and if these 

principles were used to explain the law which was propounded 

and enforced in opposition to their argued and reasoned 

position, they could still find the decision reasonable and 

acceptable. I would say that this applies to both those 

who take the so-called "liberal" position, as well as those 

who take the "conservative" position. The former position 

I would describe as a moral system which gives meaning to a 

life and person developing and changing. The latter 

position I would describe as a moral system which gives 

meaning to a life and person who is satisfied with a current 

existential condition. Both could be satisfied with the 

principles because the stress on "law and order" is amenable 

to the position of the conservative, but it could be used 

for the purposes of the liberal, namely the relaxation 

necessary for personal development. When interests seem to 

conflict, priorities must be set, new objects of need found, 

and reference must be made to the structure of human 

existence. It is easy to set these priorities and create 

new objects if reference is made to the degree of development 

on the part of the parties whose interests conflict. The 

claim for social and economic resources of one whose 

opportunities for personality development have been closed 



333 

would have a greater priority than the claim or one whose 

opportunities for personality development have been utilized 

and development, in fact, is observable. 

In 1959, Herbert Wechsler wrote an article which 

appeared in the Harvard Law Review in which he advocated 

that judges use "neutral principles" when they judge cases 

dealing with Constitutional Law. He described what he meant 

by "neutral" principles in this way: 

••• A principled decision ••• is one that rests 
on reasons with respect to all the issues in the case, 
reasons that in their generality and their neutrality 34 transcend any immediate result that is involved •••• 

Wechsler decried the fact that reasons were not 

being given in the support or the decisions sent down by the 

Supreme Court. After reading the article, one could easily 

feel dissatisfied in that no real notion or explanation of 

reasoned principles was forthcoming. It seems, though, that 

Wechsler has in mind that frequently, on what seems to be 

essentially the same facts and same issues, cases are 

decided differently on different grounds. The line or 

thinking in the two cases seems to be different, even though 

the facts and issues are similar. In addition, the line of 

thinking does not really explain in a fashion meaningful to 

all people why the cases were solved the way they were. 

This seems to be a lack of neutral, principled, and reasoned 

34Herbert Wechsler, "Toward Neutral Principles of 
Constitutional Law," Harvard Law Review, LXXIII (November, 
1959), 1-35. -
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decisions. If' the facts and issues seem to be essentially 

the same, Wechsler would want to find principles which could 

form the base of decision such that both could be decided 

and eXplained in the same way. 

The point I would like to make is that the principles 

I am suggesting as stemming from the activities of human 

consciousness are principles Which could be used to construct 

decisions which are neutral and meaningful to people 

involved in the conflict. It would be a good idea to show 

how these principles could have been used to clear up some 

of the discrepancies surrounding some of the problems 

recently raised or being raised in Supreme Court cases. 

TWo such cases were Terminielo v. Chicago and 

Feiner v. !!!!, York.35 Both were freedom of speech cases. 

Both men were convicted of breach of peace because the 

apeeches they were giving, both of a radically philosophical 

nature, were threatening violence among the listeners, and 

between the •peakers and listeners. Feiner 1 s conviction was 

upheld on the grounds that free speech does not include the 

"license of incitement to riot," and in view of this, the 

police had legitimate interests in "preserving law and 

order." Terminiedo•s conviction, on the other hand, was 

over-ruled on a legal technicality. Mr. Justice Douglas, 

writing for the court said that "breach of peace" cannot be 

35Terminielo v. ,.....icago 337 US 1 69 S ct 894 vu • • 4 . . , 
93 L.Ed. 1131 (19~8}; Feiner v. ~ York 3 O u.s. 315, 71 S. 
ct. 303, 95 L.Ed. 295 (1951). 
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interpreted by lower court judges as "incitement to anger, 

stirring conditions of unrest, and inviting public dispute." 

Even though Terminielo was clearly doing these things, he was 

freed because these things cannot, according to the court, 

constitute "breach of peace." 

It would have been much simpler, understandable, and 

meaningful to simply say that "freedom of speech" grants the 

right of persons to speak of themselves and their moral and 

philosophical views, regardless of whether or not they are 

accepted and/or different from those espoused by their 

listeners. In both these cases, it would have been the 

obligation of the police to secure the rights of those who 

were speaking to speak, not arrest them. The police would 

have had to preserve law and order by arresting those in the 

audience who sought to prevent the speakers from exercising 

their rights. Law and order preserved, the opposition could 

have had an equal opportunity to exercise their right to 

speak. 

At the same time, the four principles could prevent 

a sound truck from emitting "loud and raucus" noises in a 

residential area where persons are entitled to relaxation 

for purposes of thinking,developing themselves in various 

ways, especially promoting their moral development such that 

they can utilize and exercise their capacity to engage in 

meaningful activities with others, i.e., telling them who 
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they are.36 Such a right to development would take 

precedence over the right of another to "tell who he is" by 

speaking through devices which magnify sound in a geographic 

location reserved for privacy. 

There seems to be another area of conflict developing 

in contemporary affairs which, in at least some sense, is the 

result of failure to explain fully and meaningfully the 

thinking and reasoning behind attempted resolutions. This is 

the area of housing and zoning. Many Supreme Court cases 

involving Constitutional Law have been decided, each 

attempting resolution, but none seem to resolve the conflict 

because the same issues and same conflicts have come through 

the courts again and again under different forms and 

different guises. Some of the cases have been the following: 

Shelley v. Kraemer;37 Reitman v. Mulkey;38 Jones v. Alfred H. 

Mayer Company;39 and the most recent case which has started 

through the courts involving the so-called "Black Jack" case. 

All of these cases, except the last, have been decided in 

favor of the interests of Negroes to move out of "ghetto" 

areas into housing which puts them into positions where they 

36Kovacs v. Cooper 336 u.s. 77, 69 S.Ct. 448, 
93 L.Ed. 513 (1948). 

37shelley v. Kraemer 334 u.s. 1, 68 s.ct. 836, 
92 L.Ed. 1161 (1947). 

3~eitman v. Mulkey 387 u.s. 369, 87 s.ct. 1627, 
18 L.Ed. 2d 830 (1967). 

39Jones v. Alfred H. Mayer Co. 392 u.s. 409, 
88 S.ct. 2186, 20 L.lfci. 2d--rl89 (196'8T. 
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can live with other groups of people different from them

selves in terms of different categories 1 occupation1 income 1 

social status 1 etc. However1 the conflict is far from being 

solved because the solutions offered by the courts have not 1 

in fact 1 been accepted; and I would suggest that there are 

several reasons for this. In the first place 1 the court 

has not struck the issue head-on in terms of what it really 

is 1 preferring on the other hand to decide the cases in 

terms of laws that few people can understand and which1 in 

fact 1 confuse the issues 1 because it is difficult to follow 

the connection between the law used in justification of the 

decision and the issue at hand. In the second place 1 and 

probably following from the first criticism1 the court has 

failed to explicitly set forth the reasons why the conflicts 

were solved in the way they were. In other words 1 it is 

difficult to find written out 1 though maybe it is there 

implicitly 1 a concept of human nature which has some base 

in human existence or activities of consciousness which all 

people can understand and which can, thus 1 be found 

meaningful to all those concerned especially those disadvan

taged by the decisions. 

The most befuddled case 1 so far, has been the Mulkey 

decision. This case involved the constitutionality 1 in 

terms of the protection clause 1 of the Fourteenth Amendment 

of the United States Constitution1 of a California state 

constitutional amendment which amendment would have forbidden 
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the state to deny the right of any person to sell or rent his 

property to anyone in his absolute discretion. This amend

ment was intended to protect the right of a property owner 

not to sell his property to Negroes, if he chose, and to keep 

the state from forcing him to do so. It was proposed to 

counteract the enactment of the Cslifornia legislature which 

had enacted statutes restricting racial discrimination in 

the sale or rental of property. In a very brief decision, 

the court simply said that the california constitutional 

amendment violated the equal protection of the laws because 

it 

••• "encouraged" discrimination because it 
makes legally permissible that which was formerly 
prescribed.40 

This is literally all that one can find as far as 

justification for the decision is concerned. It does not 

explain how the decision is related to "equal protection of 

the laws." It does not include a discussion of "discrimin

ation" in terms which one could use in determining whether 

or not it exists. It is equally vague as to what it meant 

by "encouraged." 

Again, the problem seems to be that the conflict in 

the case was not hit squarely; in fact, the controversy is 

defined in the vague, legal generalities and does not attempt 

to direct itself to the facts in the case. Therefore, no 

real principles could be developed, since a concept or human 

40Reitman v. Mulkey 387 U.S. 369, 87 S. ct. 1627, 
18 L.Ed. 2d 830 ( 1967). 
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nature did not arise from the fact, nor was it applied to the 

facts. No principles could therefore be found between the 

facts and the decision. 

The issue could have been fairly stated in terms of 

the facts. Two groups were contending the possession of two 

different rights, which, when enacted, resulted in conflict. 

The problem for the court was to look at the two rights and 

decide, not whether their rights existed or not, but which 

one had priority, and then to explain why it had priority 

in terms or a concept of human nature, or reasoning of some 

kind. The fact is that the court did neither. The two rights 

were as follows: (1) the right to purchase property without 

discrimination; and (2) the right of an owner to sell to 

whomever he chooses. The court decided in favor or the 

first right, but gave no reason for doing so. Using the 

principles set forth in the earlier part of my essay, it 

would have been possible to give reasons for the decision. 

Namely, given the notion that persons have the desire to tell 

other people who they are, they have a right to a position 

within which they can associate, or be given the opportunity 

to associate, with persons who are different than they are. 

If it is so that persons must be developed before they can 

"tell who they are," and if development can be graded along 

a continuum in terms of articulateness or openness, it is 

not difficult to see that in many cases, those struggling to 

move from "ghetto" areas are the least advantaged as far as 
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articulateness and openness is concerned. Nor do they have 

the opportunities, as far as other avenues of mobility and 

freedom, to associate with others in other ways of life. 

This is to say that, in many instances, their opportunities 

to talk in a meaningful way with persons in other occupa

tional, income and social status groups is closed oft. It 

is much more likely that their opportunities for personality 

development can be enhanced much more naturally, easily, and 

meaningfully in the area or where they live rather than 

where they work. At the same time, the land owner has had 

more opportunities to associate with persons who are 

different from himself because he has more resources for 

mobility open to him, in terms of income, social status. 

Linking Judicial decisions to such reasons and 

conceptions of human nature could lend credence to the 

decisions and facilitate acceptance. Ultimately compliance 

will take place only if preceded by acceptance which occurs 

through understanding. Court decisions cannot force under

standing but their reasons can prompt understanding. 

At its root, the issue is between those whose worlds 

of meaning are developing and those whose worlds of meaning 

are developed. 

Such issues cannot be solved by "fiat." Only reasons 

based in human experience and capacities made understandable 

will prompt solutions. These reasons can be offered by 

any one in society but courts are especially convenient 

places for such discussions since their raison d 1etre is that 
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they can give justification and reasons for their pronounce

ments. It is not merely a racial problem, nor even economic, 

but one of failing to come to grips with the problems which 

accompany personal development. This is especially noticeable 

in the case or "Black Jack. 1141 The problem here was the 

proposal of a development corporation to construct multiple 

family dwellings which would house middle and low-income 

families whose rent payments could be subsidized by the 

federal government. The proposed site was in an unincor

porated area, which immediately incorporated and zoned out 

the area, preventing multiple-family dwellings. The issue 

was not racial because Negroes were living in the area 

immediately surrounding the proposed site. It was, however, 

occupied primarily by upper and middle income families. 42 

Interviews with residents revealed that discrimination was 

not really the issue. Rather, it was one of rear, rear 

that persons with different ways or life would destroy the 

world of meaning which they had built around themselves in 

411,awrence E. Taylor, "U.S. Penalty Threat 1'or Bias 
in Suburbs," St. Louis Post-Dispatch, June 15, 1971, pp. l 
and 15; "Paddock Forest-cJnrt to Push Union With City of 
Black Jack," St. Louis Post-Dispatch, May 21, 1971, p. lA; 
Sally Thran, ~ack Jac~itlcs called l{ypocrites" 
st. Louis Post-Dispatch, November 6, 1971, p. 3A; tACLU 
wses Blaclc"'Jack suit," St. Louis Post-Dispatch, December 22, 
1971, p. 4A. To date this controversy has not been solved. 
The United States Department 01' Justice has initiated a suit 
in the Eighth District of the federal system, charging racial 
discrimination on the basis of the 1968 Civil Rights Act. No 
docket number is available. Much has been written. 

42Eric L. zoeckler, "Black Jack Residents Hurt and 
Dismayed," St. Louis Post-Dispatch, June 15, 1971, p. 15A. 



accordance with their way of life. This was not. however. 

the fear which Hobbes and Locke would have described. 

Certainly economic interests entered the situation. People 

living in the area have. and rightly so. fear of property 

devaluation. and even fear of the loss of life and property 

through crime. which admittedly. accompanies increased 

population density and the movement of low-income families. 

However. given the actual movement of such persons 

into the area as suggested. the way of life. the moral value 

systems would have been shaken. "rattled." not quite so 

comfortable. and maybe even questioned. Merely the presence 

of different people would have led certain people in the 

area to become disturbed with their way of life in the face 

of a way of life which was different than their own. and 

maybe revaluate their way of life and moral system. It was 

much easier to use the expressway coming from the city and 

by-pass those living in the inner and mid-city ghettos. 

escaping. thereby. the guilty feelings which seeing face-to

face slum conditions can occasion. Home in the suburb could 

not be so comfortable psychologically with the presence of 

other ways of life so close physically. and geographically. 

Not only the presence of other ways of life. however. 

would occasion disturbances for those with developed ways of 

life. At the same time. governmental and administrative 

problems would necessitate listening to the newcomers in 

terms or their way of life. moral system. and ways of 
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expressing these. This is, of course, never an easy task. 

While people desire to tell others of themselves and their 

own ways of life, the accompanying task of structuring one's 

own consciousness in the stance of the listener who tries to 

understand the other's point of view is not nearly so 

pleasant. It is difficult to put one's own way of life in 

the background and attend to that of another without looking 

at it through one's own value system and way of life. This 

stance of open attentiveness is a difficult activity of 

consciousness for one to assume, in spite of the fact that 

it is the accompaniment of the activity of consciousness 

which tells others who one is. It is difficult and 

exhausting of human energy to listen to the thoughts and 

values of another with appreciation and respect to the 

satisfaction of the speaker without first criticizing and 

pointing out the ways in which they conflict with one's own, 

if they do, in fact, so conflict. It is difficult to listen 

and ask questions of another which will allow him to 

explicate and explain to his satisfaction his position, 

rather than ask questions which will trap him in contradic

tory statements and confused meanings. It is difficult for 

a person to ask questions of one with whose position he 

does not agree without revealing an attitude of disdain. 

With reference to Locke and Hobbes, it is not 

difficult to tolerate the existence of different ways of life 

and moral views if they are assumed to exist on the private 
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scale and are assumed to be separable from economic affairs, 

law and order, and "bread and butter" issues. However, men 

are increasingly becoming aware of the tendencies of ways of 

life to be inextricably intertwined with economic issues. 

While it might have been easier to define them out as 

separate for purposes of conflict resolution, the conse

quences of such resolutions are not satisfying and not easy 

to accept. It seems that the only alternative to such 

dissatisfying consequences is the listening which must 

precede the process of conflict resolution, i.e., the process 

of defining human relations across ways of life. This is 

admittedly a difficult task, one which does not come 

naturally to all people, but one which can be recognized. 

Not only can it be recognized by all men, but also it is 

one about which men can think, and one which can be seen in 

operations of contemporary affairs. With this base in 

practical experience, it can be seen, studied, thought of, 

and found a subject worthy of normative prescription. 



CHAPTER IX 

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION 

If' the human situation can be defined as the place 

where men find themselves, this is an attempt to look 

intently at that place. It is to try to see what this 

situation looks like for the individual exi.sting there, 

seeing the forces which impinge upon him, the decisions 

called for, and the capacities of the individual existing 

therein. The stance assumed in this study is, in a sense, 

contemplative in that it attempts to utilize the data 

available to the thinking man, namely this student•s own 

experience and the recollection of this, the material 

accumulated by the sciences, and the synthetic and intuitive 

capacities of the mind to conclude that something "is." 

After one has studied, traveled, and worked with 

people in different capacities, it sometimes seems as though 

the contemporary human situation can best be seen as a 

question. The question is simply this one: how is it 

possible for men to live together in spite of different 

values, goals, rules, and expectations, i.e., different ways 

of life. It must be emphasized that this is a question, not 

a problem for which the mind can discover a solution. 
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Rather, several answers can be suggested, all viable, none 

entirely satisfactory, none entirely free of ambiguity. 

Given the inability of contemporary man to understand all 

things, given his capacity to choose, and his existence in 

the world of everyday experience, the answer must be of a 

moral nature, one which demonstrates, describes, and 

persuades. 
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The thesis of this dissertation constitutes an 

answer to the question understood in the above sense. It is 

simply that men have spiritual capacities which enable them 

to live together in spite of different values, goals, rules, 

and expectations. Spiritual capacity, here, is understood 

as activities of consciousness and states of being, 

empirical in the sense of inferable from the observation of 

human experience, understandable, demonstrable, and subject 

to articulation, but intangible, defying explanation in terms 

of material cause and effect relatiot:i. One can say "that it 

is," but not "how it is." 

Upon examination of the human situation and the 

question it involves, one can see immediately that men., 

through institutions, attempt to answer in actuality the 

question. Each institution embodies some conception of man 

or notion of "what man is." If there is no all-embracing 

intent to embody a conception of human nature in institutions, 

there can be found such a conception or conceptions in 

arguments for and against institutions. It seems, then, that 
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the question of how men can relate with one another across 

ways or life is directly related to the reply given to the 

question of "what is man." 

There is no doubt that the contemporary human 

situation is unique in that, until the present, the question 

of how men can get along with each other across different 

ways of life had not been raised. It is only now, with the 

potential East-West communication and the recognition of 

the existence or various cultures and subcultures within the 

same geographic area that it has been felt necessary to 

explore how men can relate with each other across these "ways 

of life." However, the question of "what is man," has been 

raised throughout the history of man in Western Civilization. 

In terms of answers to this question, the question of how men 

relate with each other within the same way of life, i.e., · 

with each other if they hold common ideas of values, goals, 

rules, and expectations has been raised and has been 

answered. Given the presence of these two questions and 

proposed answers within the intellectual history of western 

Civilization, it is not meaningless to explore that history 

in search of insights and concepts which can elucidate the 

questions which contemporary man is posing for himself. More 

specifically, it might be suggested that the ways in which 

scholars have prescribed that men relate to each other within 

the same ways of life might have some insights into the ways in 

which contemporary men can relate to each other across ways of 

life. 



348 

When the classical scholars, Plato, Aristotle, and 

Aquinas, developed a concept of human nature, there was laid 

the basis for the distinction between being and having. 

Basic to their thought was the recognition of man as a 

"minding body," the implication being that men have certain 

material aspects to their existence which are more or less 

subject to laws outside of the sphere of man•s control and 

which are empirical in the sense or being submissive to 

strict quantification, specification, and measurement. This 

submission was possible because these were the aspects or 

human nature which prompted the movement of man into his 

environment for purposes or need satisfaction. This was the 

realm of having, which objects or having were essential to 

the eXistence of the individual. The realm or being was 

more ambiguous, in that it was not explainable in terms or 

cause and effect relationships, but was only inferable by 

the mind as it observed the reality in which it existed, and 

from which it could depart for purposes of constructing 

meaning on the basis or that reality. Within the realm or 

being, there were two facets of human existence. The first 

was the intellectual, conceived as potent, but which arranged 

ideas into meanings. Implicit, but not emphasized, was the 

notion that ideas were constructed and arranged by the mind, 

and both remained distinct from each other. Arranged ideas 

were, for the most part, those set forth by the culture, 

with limited possibility for the construction of new ideas, 

or moral systems, apart from culture, which was why there was 
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rarely, for the ancients, the problem or relating men across 

ways or life. The point is, however, that the capacity for 

the mind of each individual to arrange and construct ideas 

was admitted and described. The second fact of human 

existence in the realm of being was that or morality. As 

opposed to the intellectual aspects, morality was conceived 

as in a sphere of action. Goal directed activity was presumed 

to be the distinct capacity or the human, especially in so far 

as the goal was an idea in the mind, posited on the basis of 

data abstracted from the reality outside of the individual 

person. It was in this way that a notion of virtue developed. 

Virtue and morality were, at least in some sense, in the 

realm of having, in so far as virtue was had. It was 

conceived as habitual ways of acting which enabled a man to 

control his emotions such tha.t his striving would eventuate 

in the successful achievement of the goal he specified for 

himself, which goal, was, of course, that specified by the 

culture in which he lived. It was assumed, too, that such 

virtuous control of oneself, was the condition for intel

lectual achievement, seeing of reality. In other words, one 

could not see reality accurately unless he could control his 

emotions such that he was not biased by his feelings, wants, 

and desires. Control by the will of the emotions and the 

intellect driven by the will was the precondition for intel

lectual activities. Precisely this control by the will 

constituted the crucial aspect of human nature in that this 
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strictly set man off from animals in that he could control 

himself such as to deny certain of his material needs in 

preference for less tangible aspects of human existence, 

namely, ideas or other men. Precisely, too, this was the 

ambiguous and the mysterious aspect about men because no 

totally empirical explanation, in terms of cause and effect, 

could be given. It could only be suggested that it happened. 

The point where material and physical necessity seemed to 

give way to something not totally explainable was the point 

where being could be said to exist. This capacity for 

control was not conceived as something emotional. It was 

rather an inclination on a different level, a movement 

toward reality not in response to feeling, but rather desire 

to move the ideas in the mind. It was known as active 

intellect and is best conceived simply in terms or attention, 

or awareness, the focusing of all the senses on the ideas in 

the mind or on elements in the environment. Being, too, in 

that it included something material and something spiritual 

was construed as embracing all or human existence, and this 

was conceived as descriptive or the answer given to the 

question of "what is man." However, this does not exhaust 

the ancient•s notion of being. Being was abundant, especi

ally for Aristotle and Aquinas. The first manifestation of 

this was the control of or the recognition or the emotions by 

the higher spiritual powers of intellect and will. The 

second manifestation or abundance was the capacity of the 
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mind to recognize and specify that which could constitute the 

perfection of the being, i.e., the awareness and control of 

the emotions, as well as recognizing and specifying that 

which was needed to eventuate the perfection. The third 

manifestation of abundance was the motivation or desire of 

being to engage in a third convolution in which it told 

another self who it was, what it had specified for its goals, 

what constituted its perfection, and how it was striving to 

achieve its perfection. This is simply the desire of the 

person to tell who he is on the basis of a self-constructed 

meaning or to place oneself at the service or another. 

For the ancients, the self, the person, actually 

experienced his own arranging and arrangement of meaning, but 

the ideas, and what he eventually constructed was that set 

forth by the culture and society in which he lived. There

fore, while there was a notion of intellectual and moral 

potency, the formation of the potencies, especially moral 

potency, the essential content of the potency was not the 

individual's own conception, while he nevertheless carried on 

the activities or formation. In addition, the action was 

conceived as one continual movement of specification, 

striving and achievement, with success at the end. There was 

no real notion or becoming in the specification, striving, 

and achievement, with another movement or specification and 

the whole process beginning again, building on the previous 

one. Other than the notion of being, there was no notion of 
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the integrated whole which moved toward its perfection. 

There was, in other words, nothing which described the 

various states or conditions which could be experienced as 

the being moved to its perfection and articulation. Perhaps 

the only exception was the notion of happiness which was a 

sense of satisfaction the human being experienced when he 

was integrated and moving toward his perfection. Happiness 

came from activity of striving, not the product or success 

of activity. 

Contemporary existentialists and phenomenologists are 

concerned primarily with being, in many ways similarly 

conceived as abundant. Most of their thoughts on human 

nature and the situation in which man finds himself can be 

seen as directed to certain isolated and specific aspects of 

being as abundant. In most cases, too, they elaborate the 

notions developed by Aristotle and Aquinas but their chief 

accomplishments can be found in new concepts used in 

elaboration. 

In the first place, they are much more inclined to 

look carefully at the notion suggested by Aristotle and 

Aquinas in which the intellect and will control the emotions. 

They would want to say that while it might be necessary to 

control the emotions in the process of knowing, thinking, it 

is important to use them as means by which to know the world, 

over and above mere control. In other words, they would see 
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that the emotions can know things in reality which are not 

subject to understanding by the intellect. They would say, 

too, that when one acts or thinks, it is not so much that 

emotions are controlled by the intellect and will, but that 

the emotions must provide the energy which provides a special 

impetus behind thought and action, such that the whole being 

is integrated and exercising its full potential. 

In the second place, and equally in the realm of 

being, the existentialists-phenomenologists are concerned 

with the processes by which a person strives to become in 

terms of the personal qualities he has specified out for 

himself. They would look very carefully at the "states of 

being" which the person undergoes in the process of striving 

to become. In this way, they would try to distinguish the 

realm of being from the realm of having. In the realm of 

being, they would place such non-emotional states of being 

in which the mind and body are involved such as faith, hope, 

love. In the realm of having, they would place such orienta

tions as desire, fear, function, despair, technique, all 

concerned with things, material and otherwise, which a person 

feels he needs, but which are not essential to what he really 

is and can become. The concern is to explain the relationship 

between being and having. Admitting that most activities are 

in the realm of having, simply the activities of securing the 

material needs which are necessary to keep human life in 

existence, they are concerned to show that human development, 
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personal becoming with its accompanying states of being, are 

inevitably found commensurate with each other. Thus, while 

the person strives for material needs, he is also developing 

his personality, becoming virtuous, experiencing faith, hope, 

love. These are being as given, since it is contended that 

these cannot be experienced by the efforts of the individual 

by himself. 

In the third place, these thinkers recognize the 

excruciating aspects of this process of personal becoming 

and articulation of self. Therefore, they are more careful 

to describe the presence of certain helps for men undergoing 

such experiences. In the first place, it must be mentioned 

that the ancients did not concern themselves with this area. 

Aristotle and Aquinas specified out the fact that persons 

desire to tell others who they are, but the other they 

described was another supposit, another person, who was a 

person, but whose ideas were essentially the same as one's 

own. The difficulty is that they did not see the importance 

of calling attention to the fact that one who is truly an 

other self, is one whose ideas are different than one's own, 

in addition to being a different individual. Therefore, they 

were not as concerned to develop a notion of intersubjectivity, 

which is a way of knowing other persons whose ideas of values, 

goals, rules, and expectations are different from one's own. 

Briefly, the notion of intersubjectivity is that, one can 

engage in communication with others and understand their ideas 
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of meaning, even though different, because activities of a 

cooperative nature among persons reveal that all of them can 

handle ideas because they have activities of consciousness 

and experience states of being. All men can handle ideas 

because they have faculties and states of being which permit 

them to arrange ideas and their lives in a meaningful fashion, 

meaningful to them, but which are understandable to others 

even if different, because each person has faculties and 

capacities for activities of the mind which are similar. 

These are the capacity which the person has to be alert, to 

elucidate, to be spontaneous, to cognize, to identify and to 

examine himself. In that this is the way persons are, they 

must be respected for that. But, the notion goes further. 

Because persons can, indeed, understand each other, they 

constitute sources of confidence when the person is articu

lating to the other what it is that he is or is becoming. 

While the contemporary existentialists-phenomenologists 

developed notions of being on the private level, they did not 

explore the implications of their notions of being on the 

public level. While they developed states of being, they did 

not explore the significance of these states for the indivi

dual who exists in a public and political capacity. Nor did 

they explore the significance of these states in the personal 

lives of those who have care of the public and political 

states of men. In this way, the importance of confidence, 
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trust, and how it can be manifest, and then described, on a 

public scale was ignored. A notion of confidence and trust 

as a state of being independent of any values, goals, rules, 

and expectations of society was not developed, and the 

relation between confidence and trust on a public and 

political scale and personality development was not 

described. At the same time, the political and public 

activities of men were confined to the realm of having by 

both contemporary thought and science. Public and political 

activities were conceived as being carried on solely to 

secure human material needs. Any relationship which was 

drawn between the realm of being and the realm of having in 

the public and political realms saw the aesthetic and thera

peutic aspects of man existing at the subservience of the 

realm of having and need satisfaction. Aesthetic and 

ascetic experiences had no place in public and political 

life. 

The whole thrust of this dissertation is to suggest 

that there are aesthetic, therapeutic, and ascetic conno

tations to the public and political aspects of human nature, 

just as there are in the private aspects. The reason they 

have not been recognized is that the political and public' has 

been seen from the standpoint of society and its regularized 

ideas of values, goals, rules, and eXpectations which are 

specific, and more easily amenable to quantification than 
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aesthetic, therapeutic, and ascetic experiences. Using the 

techniques of quantification, science cannot see the 

aesthetic, therapeutic and ascetic experiences in polities. 

It is only by beginning with the individual man and his 

experiences in a situation that these experiences can be 

discovered, thought about, and articulated. It is the case, 

too, that these experiences can be explored and described in 

terms of the states of being and activities of consciousness 

which the existent1al1sts-phenomenolog1s1B developed. The 

intent of the dissertation is to describe how the states of 

being and activities of consciousness have ramifications and 

complementary activities on the public and political level. 

What, then, are the aesthetic, therapeutic, and 

ascetic aspects of public and political existence? To answer 

this question is to discover and explore the states of being 

Which make it possible for men to live together in spite of 

different ways of life, 1.e,, ideas of values, goals, rules, 

and expectations. 

The best way to go about this is to begin with a 

situation of conflict, begin by assuming that conflict might 

exist when the ways of life collide with each other, and a 

decision of some kind must reconcile the differences such 

that both ways of life can continue to exist together. The 

standard for reconciliation and the decision it involves must 

be the ability of the decision to explain itself in a fashion 
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which is meaningful and understandable to the persons 

embodying the different ways of life. 

The next step in resolving a conflict situation would 

be to understand why the individual, not all men, but why the 

individual person, consents to engage in political community, 

why he permits himself to get into a position in which 

conflict will develop between his own way of life and others. 

It is not a question of why he exists in the situation of 

conflict, because he simply exists in it. Rather, it is a 

question of why he decides to act in the situation, why he 

puts himself into a position whereby he will act in the 

situation. Why doesn't he, in other words, just destroy the 

other way of life? Why does he not just suffer in the 

situation and withdraw from action in it? This is not a 

~uestion of why societies or groups act in a situation, but 

~hy the individual persons in a situation of conflict allow 

the conflict to eXist, grant its presence, and then attempt 

to participate in the resolution. To answer this question is 

to answer the question of why men engage in political 

oommunities. 

To answer the question, I would point to the state of 

leing, activities of consciousness, and the concept of human 

1ature suggested by the ancients and the existentialists

,henomenologists. on the basis of these suggestions, it is 

~eaningful to say simply that men join political communities, 

lCcept situations of conflict, and try to reconcile ways of 
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life in them because it is an opportunity for them to tell 

others who they are. It is an opportunity for them to tell 

others, ones who have different ideas from their own, what 

meaning they have given to their lives. In the public and 

political, differences become known and are magnified in 

conflict, but the conflict could not exist unless it was 

accepted first. After acceptance of the conflict, the 

conflict itself casts the differences between meanings and 

ways of life in terms which are immediately perceptible 

to those involved either in the capacity of observer or 

participant. Resolution of the conflict necessitates the 

employment of states of being and the various activities of 

consciousness, such as alertness, elucidation, spontaneity, 

cognition, and self-identity. These are the capacities which 

the individual uses to construct meanings for himself, and 

then to understand the meaning the other person has 

constructed, different from his own, but similar in that he 

constructed it by using the same apparatus, the same acti

vities of consciousness and states of being. 

While the activities of consciousness might make it 

possible to see differences and similarities and eventuate in 

the resolution of conflict, the mere admission and detection 

of conflict and its acceptance must be accomplished through 

the use of states of being. The thrust of this dissertation 

has been to show that conflict and force are not the only 

aspects of politics and public life of man. The point of the 
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dissertation is that if conflict resolution is to eventuate 

at all, there must be prior states of being which permit the 

conflict to exist. It is at this point that the aesthetic 

and therapeutic as well as ascetic aspects enter. The 

existentialists-phenomenologists developed these on the 

private level in terms or virtuous life of the individual, 

the personal states of being in faith, hope, and love. 

The task of this dissertation is to show that there are 

certain public states of being or states of mind which a 

political figure or persons in the population at large must 

use when they engage in activities with each other. They 

are not orientations, dispositions, or motives, but ways of 

being. The important thing is that these public states of 

being are generated by the persons and the private states of 

being which the existentialists-phenomenologists suggested. 

Each state of being is generated by the private virtue of the 

person and the accumulation of the states of mind constitutes 

the nexus which is described as friendship, that which makes 

it possible for men with different ways of life to live 

together. These states of mind are described as approachable 

and approaching, searchable and searching, likeable and liking, 

respectable and respecting, acceptable and accepting, and 

expectable and expecting. These states of being simply allow 

men to communicate in such a way that they know each other 

well enough that they are willing to allow each other to 

exist and then to want to try to understand their different 
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ways of life so that conflict can eventually be resolved, if 

it does arise. 

One could ask, however, why it is that conflict 

results in violence so often if it is, indeed, true that men 

desire to tell others who they are. In reply, it must be 

remembered that the desire to tell others about oneself 

supposes that there is, in fact, a meaning constructed and 

which will be revealed in the course of the telling of who 

one is. It seems that the contradictory aspects of human 

nature are manifest at this level in the sense that 

accompanying this desire is a fear of telling others who one 

is. At the outset, it seems that fear is a state of being in 

which the person shrinks back from articulating meaning he 

has constructed. It is a stifling, a stopping of the flow of 

abundance of being from the person. This stifling state of 

being, it seems, can occur under two conditions: (1) If one 

does not have a meaning to articulate; (2) if one is 

threatened by outside forces which may challenge and destroy 

the meaning he has constructed. Fear is a state of being in 

which the attention is moved into the self, looking at the 

self in terms of resources to ward off something from the 

outside. It is a mobilization of forces, not an articulation 

and outward movement of the person. one person can 

constitute a threat to another such that fear is produced 

when the nexus does not exist between men, i.e., when they 

do not present themselves, or when they are not, in fact, 
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likeable and liking, approachable and approaching, expectable 

and expecting, respectable and respecting, acceptable and 

accepting, searchable and searching. When such states of 

being do not exist, there is a tendency to be afraid of other

ness, afraid of ideas, values, goals, rules, and expectations, 

which are found in the person and which constitute his other

ness. In short, fear results when ideas are seen as co

terminous with the person, when the person is not seen apart 

from the ideas he holds, or when the person is defined with 

and by ideas or images of values, goals, rules, and expec

tations, rather than in terms of capacity to strive or ways 

of life. 

To one who conceives of persons as co-terminous with 

ideas, otherness is a threat; other persons are a threat to 

his own uniquely constructed meaning and he is hesitant to 

reveal his otherness, lest it become a point of contention 

and subject to challenge and destruction. 

Fear, a stifling of the articulation of self, results 

when men have not had the opportunity to construct a meaning 

for themselves, or if they do not know themselves in terms of 

a meaning they have constructed, or if they do not have a 

meaning. All types of fear are found in contemporary man, 

but, it could be said, in general, that men are hesitant to 

articulate themselves because they are afraid to face the 

fact that maybe when their meaning, their way of life is 

articulated, it will be found false or inauthentic and 

destroyed, with the person rendered incapable of constructing 
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another. This fear would not exist if states or being and 

activities or consciousness could be seen as essential to the 

nature of the person, all persons, and these apart from 

meanings and ways of life constructed. But these activities 

of consciousness and states of being must be seen, as is 

possible to see them, as those capacities which enable men to 

construct meaning, such that if one meaning or way of life is 

destroyed, capacity of the person will permit the 

construction of another. 

When fear exists as a stifling of the articulation 

of self, there are other consequences. The person is not 

only unable to speak, he is unable also to think. Fear 

results in the rigidity of thought patterns such that the 

same movements in the activEtion of consciousness are found 

repeatedly. Men cannot easily direct their attention toward 

others in their environment while they are closed upon them

selves and directing attention to themselves and their 

resources. They cannot move their attention in different 

directions, becoming alert at times and then shifting the 

stance to one of elucidation at other times and at will. 

This being the case, the capacity of the person to recognize 

an element in the environment, such as another person's 

speech and action, the capacity of the person to structure 

a response, and the capacity to reply are minimized to the 

extent that fear exists. 
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My question to political scientists would be: Has 

what is being studied in the name of politics been construed 

as action, interaction, or transaction between men involving 

recognition of each other,- structuring of replies, and a 

reply. If the answer is in the affirmative, I would suggest, 

on the basis of the comments made relative to fear, that to 

the extent that force and fear operate in conflict resolution, 

to that extent politics does not exist. In order for men to 

recognize each other, structure replies to each other, and 

respond, they must be free to exercise their thought processes, 

activate their consciousness. To the extent that men are 

forced or fear, the articulation of self is not possible; and 

to the extent that the nexus of friendship is not in existence, 

it is not possible for men to tell who they are and politics 

is not possible. To the extent that the nexus is not in 

existence, men are not capable of engaging in processes of 

defining human relations across ways of life. 

Until now, the essay has been concerned with some of 

the therapeutic and aesthetic aspects or politics. The 

position of politics in the affairs of men is, however, as 

much concerned with having as with being. Man, being a 

creature with both needs and spiritual capacities, the 

political seems to span both facets of man•s existence in 

so far as the decisions reached regarding material goods 
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eventually effect the citizens in terms of moral capacities 

for development. Defining human relations results, not only 

in talk, but also in the distribution of material goods 

which effect the capacities of persons to give meaning to 

their lives, to become persons. It is the specific function 

of the political activities to specifically define out in 

objectifiable fashion how men will relate to each other. 

Through discussion it can do this, and the agreement reached 

through talk in conflict resolution eventuates in the 

actualization of the relation specified in human affairs. 

In a political community, based as it is on the 

capacity of persons to give meaning to their lives and to 

express to others who they are, activities of persons in the 

political process take on definite characteristics. In the 

first place, these activities are concerned with those human 

relations which could be other than they are, and which are, 

hence, subject to human manipulation. The process therefore, 

is contingent, conditional, and both policy projection and 

activities in pursuit proceed on the basis of hypotheses. 

Those things which are necessary from a physical or moral 

stance are established by spheres other than the political, 

but the political is the experimental ground within which both 

types of necessity can be discussed, experienced, and demon

strated to be truly necessary. In the second place, because 

of the contingent nature of the activities, the process 

cannot be fully known. One can never be certain he understands 
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the significance of what he is doing with others. One might 

understand the significance of his thoughts and think he 

knows their ramifications in action, but he can never be 

certain, given the variability and contingency due to the 

presence of other persons in the process. In the third 

place, the goals are elusive. A person or group might set 

forth the goals which they hope to achieve, but their 

activities inevitably result in at least partial frustration, 

or results which they did intend, but not in the specific 

form in which they intended. This is so, again, because the 

results of the activities are the results, also, of the 

activities of others who are engaged in the process. One can 

never know with certainty why and how a certain goal was 

reached, he can only know that it happened. In the fourth 

place, the process is not wholly rule-bound. In most cases, 

the political activities take place where no rules are found, 

in a sort of twilight zone where no rules seem to exist or 

where no rules seem to be applicable in a certain situation. 

In fact, this is the distinct mark of political activities. 

Through the political process, rules seem to result or 

eventuate where none existed previously on a public scale or 

commonly held. But the political activities do not create 

the rules, the political process seems to be a process of 

deciding which of two alternatives, already formulated rules 

will stand. Rules are created by persons, or exist in 

alternative moral systems or ways of life. In deciding which 
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rules will stand and in specifying out and defining them, the 

political activity must appeal to higher principles, i.e., 

human nature, man's place in the universe, or the capacities 

of persons to activate consciousness and give meaning to 

their lives. As was mentioned in Cllapter VII, this is a 

process of finding rules or creating rules which will be 

conceived as amenable or good to different ways of life. In 

the fifth place, the political process eventually reveals 

the vulnerability of all the participants. For this reason, 

there are moral connotations to the political process simply 

by the fact that men are engaged in activities with each 

other. In this way, it points out the "inner war" of the 

person as he struggles to control himself and direct himself 

in terms of the goals he has set for himself personally and 

presents himself to the public as espousing. Because the 

political process eventually points out the vulnerability of 

the participants, the nexus of friendship must exist if men 

are to tolerate the existence of each other in spite of their 

vulnerability. At any rate, the political process is the 

occasion in which men can strive for their perfection in terms 

of the way of life they have set forth for themselves. It 

forces a person to know himself. By looking at other persons 

as obstacles which must be recognized as both persons and 

thus obstacles in his path to becoming, the person can know 

what his own moral capacities are, where his limitations and 

talents are. It forces men to integrate themselves and present 



a whole picture of themselves for observance by the 

public. 

Given this description of activities in the political 

process, one might well wonder if there are any reasons why 

one would want to engage in this process, since, the most 

obvious observation one could draw from it would be that 

there seems to be very little hope of achieving completely 

the goal one has specified for himself as that toward which 

he will work. In other words, the material advantages, or in 

general what he can get in terms of the values, goods, and 

services provided by the community existence, what he can get 

for himself and those he represents, is limited. It might be 

suggested in reply that one simply enjoys participating in the 

process. This is very much like the Aristotelian notion of 

happiness. Happiness comes not from the enjoyment of the end 

product of striving, but happiness comes from the striving, 

the activity, in this case, of telling others who he is in 

the process of attempting to achieve the goals he has set out 

for himself, or the objects of the needs he has specified for 

himself. 

It is with this notion of happiness that the notion of 

friendship fits into the political process. It is here, too, 

that the aesthetic, therapeutic, and ascetic aspects of 

politics can be seen. The notion is Aristotelian, according 

to whom, friendship was the thing which held states together. 
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Aristotle would have described friendship as the life of 

virtuous men together who wished the best for each other. 

The notion of public friendship or public consciousness is 

not so far removed from this, but it is more practical and 

dynamic. Friendship, in its public ramifications, is not 

simply the wish for the best, but it is simply the willing

ness to let another exist in his difference, in his 

different way of life. In a sense, it admits the signifi

cance of the Aristotelian notion of virtue as striving but 

it admits that virtue and value can be construed differently, 

which Aristotle would probably not have admitted. The notion 

here is an appreciation for capacity to strive and value, 

regardless of specifically construed content. It appreciates 

the capacity of all men to value and the capacity of all men 

to strive within different ways of life. It appreciates 

value per se, and virtue per se. But friendship is not only 

tolerance for existence of difference. It also implies a 

state of openness of mind in which persons are willing to 

listen to others who are different from themselves. For 

Aristotle and as construed in this dissertation, when friend

ship does not exist, men become concerned with their own 

individual material needs and cease to deny themselves for 

the good of others, others either construed as all the citizens 

or specially chosen citizens. Factions are the consequence of 

such a lack of friendship and a different mental set exists 

among the people. Instead of looking upon fellow citizens as 
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other persons with needs which he can supply in a spirit of 

generosity, each watches the needs of others and in jealousy 

seeks to prevent them from getting what they need or uses 

their needs to his own advantage. The only way in which the 

common good can exist or needs met, is if persons are 

constantly watching others for signs of the others• needs, 

greed, and designs on themselves, as well as their own 

individual needs. This is in contrast to the situation in 

which persons concentrate attention on the search for and 

creation of objects needed by persons with ways of life other 

than their own. such public concentration on the needs and 

deprivation of men has repercussions in the private and moral 

sphere. Essentially, a conflict develops within the indivi

dual when he is expected to observe one state of being and 

activity of' consciousness toward men publicly and another 

toward them privately. Benevolence is crowded out as a 

value component of' a way of' life in the private sphere. While 

the public sphere and institutions might have been arranged to 

make possible and protect voluntarily chosen moral systems or 

ways of life, the public and political process can militate 

against certain ways of life, namely one which is benevolent. 

It might be possible to see the relationship between 

friendship and justice. The construction of' this relation

ship is not significantly different from that suggested by 

Aristotle. Justice and friendship are in some way concomitant. 

Justice is the activity assumed for the good of the whole in 
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terms of the values and goals specified by the constitution 

of the state. This is, of course, rewarded by the return of 

values of the community to the person as he contributes his 

talents to the community, i.e., distributive justice. 

Rectificatory justice, ls, of course, and to the contrary 

quantitative and not proportionate, regulating relations 

among citizens. Be that as it may, all that done in terms 

of the good of the community would constitute justice and 

just action. Those inter-personal activities pursued as 

means to the attainment of the goal and the good of the 

whole, which can be distinguished as cooperative inter

personal activities and which can be pursued for the good of 

the individual persons constitute friendship. It is in this 

area of means to the goal that friendship is necessary if the 

goal of the whole enterprise is to be achieved. When a 

certain goal and activity is set forth for the good of the 

whole and is just, the process does not stop. Instead, the 

specified justice must be implemented by individual persons, 

subject to greed and various emotional needs, working in 

cooperation with each other. Friendship can exist in this 

working out of justice as a help to the goodness of the 

individual persons and as that which makes justice a 

possibility. 

This is to discuss briefly some of the implications 

of the thought about politics contained in the dissertation. 
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If institutions are organized patterns of behavior, 

politics is not an institution. Rather, it is a process 

which results in the existence of institutions, while at the 

same time, it does not create them. Political action takes 

place within and before human attention, directing itself 

through portions of the consciousness into the environment of 

persons. Beginning with thought, it spills over into action. 

Taking cognizance of various ways of life, i.e., values, 

goals, rules, and behavior, it decides which portions of 

these will be specified as organized patterns of behavior. 

Thia conception of politics relies on activities of 

consciousness, or man's capacity to think of alternative 

values, goals, rules, and expectations, as well as man's 

personal qualities, states of being. Both of these 

separate and distinct capacities must, of course, operate 

together in the political person. The significant point is, 

however, that political action is predicated on the empirical 

fact that men can activate both capacities. In addition to 

this, the normative standards used in political action and 

decision-making concerning institutions could be derived from 

these capacities of the political person. Such standards 

seem, at least in some ways, to transcend, but include all 

ways of life, i.e., moral systems, values, goals, rules, and 

expectations. It is only in this way that decisions can be 

reached when contentions among them arise. At the root of 

the standard is an appreciation for value per se and capacity 

per se. 
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In a very real sense, there can be no revolution in 

the sense in which many people understand it, i.e., under

stood as a total change of organized patterns of behavior and 

the values, goals, rules, and expectations which are assumed 

as the base of the patterns. This is so because the public 

consciousness constitutes a forum within which institutions 

are constantly subject to scrutiny and change is gradual, 

with political activities existing for that purpose 

specifically. 

This is to say, too, in bold and no uncertain terms, 

that this notion of political action actually and in fact 

exists in the practical world of what we call politics. If 

men do not conceive of political action in these terms, it 

is because their conceptions have constituted prejudices 

through which they see the world in terms of what they want 

to see. This is to suggest that a new emphasis on perception 

through unbiased eyes is in order, and to call for a new look 

at politics, a look to see if the alternative conception 

presented here does not in fact exist. The further step 

involves a reordering of men's conception of politics, so 

that their thought can be brought in line with action which 

is in fact taking place. With this reconceptualization, 

changes can be made, accordingly, on the basis of action 

observed and thought about it. 

Accordingly, this should not be looked upon as 

revolutionary notions thrust upon present institutions. Thia 



374 

dissertation is cast in terms, fully cognizant of the 

limitations of human nature. It is not utopian idealism, nor 

anarchism, in the sense that institutions in present society 

should be changed and/or eliminated because they inhibit 

human capacity. Perhaps this type inhibition does result 

from institutions, but the fact is that men need them. The 

question is, rather, one of determining what men can do over 

and above, but including present-day institutions, such that 

their inhibiting factors are minimized. The obvious sugges

tion of this dissertation is that institutions, inhibiting 

or not, really do not amount to that much as inhibiting 

factors. Institutions, in that they are in people's minds, 

can be accepted, tolerated, and to some extent complied with, 

but basically ignored as inhibiting factors. At the same 

time that men behave according to and within institutions, 

with self-awareness, they can act as well as engage in non

conceptual and spontaneous relations with other men within 

which personality development and creativity can take place. 

Institutions can be accepted as challenges to personality 

development and overcome, resulting in personality develop

ment itself. 

When democracy as mass participation in government 

becomes associated with interest-group liberalism which 

provided institutions for operationalizing this participation, 

a definite conception of human nature was used to Justify the 
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structure adopted. 1 It was supposed that each man was 

primarily interested in accumulating his own individual 

wealth and power, and that he could accomplish such ends by 

using men in groups. Therefore, it prescribed that power and 

decision-making must be dispersed and delegated to various 

groups of persons in the society such that no one could mass 

power and wealth to the disadvantage of others. Advocates 

of interest-group liberalism present this philosophy of 

politics and institutions as lacking public normative 

suppositions and prescriptions and, therefore, being purely 

procedural. When the suppositions are discovered, however, 

the prescriptions can be found too, in the sense that 

compliance with the institutions is action in conformity 

with normative presuppositions. It is in this sense that 

interest-group liberalism, indeed, gives a substantive orien

tation to politics and is not purely procedural. Given the 

presuppositions of interest-group liberalism, politics is not 

a neutral arbitrator of conflict. It has a heavy normative 

orientation and rewards those who are selfish, sly, and 

cunning in satisfying their own needs.2 

1The understanding of interest-group liberalism used 
here is the same as that developed in Chapter III. 

2Normative implications have frequently been pointed 
out; however, no criticism has been leveled from the perspec
tive used in this dissertation. See for example: Darryl 
Baskin, "American Pluralism: Theory, Practice, and 
Ideology," Journal of Politics, XXXII (February, 1970), 
pp. 71-95; Jack L. Talker, "A Critique of the Elitist Theory 
of Democracy," American Political Science Review, LX, No. 2 
(June, 1966), pp. 285-305. 
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This dissertation suggests that a purely procedural 

conception of politics can be found only when politics is 

construed as taking place in public consciousness which has 

as its object of attention various conceptions of human 

nature with each person searching for the objects needed by 

others to live their chosen way of life. The prescriptions 

arise not from ideas reasonably related and arranged into 

value systems or even to conceptions of human nature, but 

to human existence and experienced personal capacities. 

The remarks and observations in this dissertation are 

intended to constitute a direct encounter with the "symbolic" 

approach to politics. 3 Those adopting this perspective seek 

to empirically prove the existence of the experience with 

which this dissertation begins. It is simply that individual 

men develop images or conceptions based on their own personal 

needs and feelings or dictatiors of society, not in their own 

thought, experience, or self-awareness. With such images and 

conceptions, men react with each other and institutions from, 

and in terms of, self-constructed worlds, or socially 

constructed worlds with little knowledge of each other being 

communicated. While this dissertation has admitted that such 

reactions occur and that men do, in fact, react to each 

other only in terms of images and conceptual relations, it 

3see for example, Murray Edelman, The Symbolic Uses of 
Politics ( <hicago: University of Illinois7'ress, 196'1)-;- -
Dan Nimmo, The Political Persuaders (Englewood Cliffs, N.J.: 
Prentice-Harr; Inc., 1970); wllllam Stephenson, The Study of 
Behavior--Q-Techni1ue and Its Methodology {Chicago: university 
ot Oiicago Press, 953J. -



377 

suggests that this is not the only way they can relate to 

each other. It sought to call attention to capacities for 

self-knowledge available to all men which constitute 

resources for use in knowing others with out images a_nd 

concepts. Appealing to experience, it develops ways men can 

break up and see beyond images they have constructed. There

fore, while symbolic politics may exist in human experience, 

it does not do so necessarily. 

This dissertation is to make comments toward the 

politics of "mass society." This name is given to a 

situation in which a small group of leaders can directly 

manipulate the values, goals, rules, and expectations of a 

vast majority of the people and in which that majority can 

directly influence the small group of leaders.4 Advancing 

beyond Kornhauser•s thought, it might be suggested that the 

situation exists because there are no groups within the 

majority who possess different and alternative ways of life 

or sets of values, goals, rules, and expectations with 

leaders who can articulate these values systems or ways of 

life and who can secure those objects needed for the 

respective ways of life. This situation is created because 

democracy is predicated on the assumption that a decision 

must be the result of two factors: (l} compromising values; 

4The understanding of "politics of mass society" used 
here varies but that used here is found in William 
Kornhauser, Politics of Mass Society (Glencoe, Ill.: Free 
Press of Glencoe, 1959T.-
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and (2) no adverse effect on the interest of any group 

without its consent. In such a political process., one way of 

life., that of the rulers., is used to marshal the support of 

the masses against minorities who espouse different ways of 

life. 

Decision-making which rests on these two assumptions 

results in mass society because groups will be weakened. 

This is so because with compromise., distinctions among 

groups will be blurred and individuals will find it difficult 

to identify with any one. In the second place., if interests 

are compromised in the sense of foregone or simply 

relinquished., groups will be looked upon as incapable of 

securing interests or as being ineffective. In the third 

place., stalemate will result among the groups with 

dissatisfactions., inaction., and alienation. 

This conception of politics of democracy is certainly 

not innovative nor imaginative in that it does not utilize all 

the human capacities at man•s disposal. It would be possible 

for men to change their conception of the politics of 

democracy, taking out those components which result., of 

necessity., in compromise and stagnation., and the demise of 

groups. This could be done by utilizing the notion of 

political community and politics developed here. In the 

first place., many of the problems groups have are the results 

of the failure to understand each other's way of life. This 

does not involve problems of communication., but goes beyond 
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this to understanding or appreciation for different ways of 

life and the values, goals, rules, and expectations, as being 

the product of personal choice. The notion of public 

consciousness is a way in which closed minds could know how 

to be open to ways of life not their own. In this way, 

groups could understand each other. In the second place, 

the conception of politics or what men are doing when they 

participate in affairs with each other could be made more 

innovative. Politics of democracy has supposed that politics 

involves each individual or group in articulating his own 

interests or interests similar to his own in a group with a 

confrontation over the objects needed resulting ultimately 

in a compromise in which objects are simply relinquished by 

some in an amorphous and ambiguous process. The notion of 

politics offered here is much more innovative in that persons 

engaging in politics look for and create objects needed by 

other persons who have different ways of life and point 

these out to each other. Such a notion of politics respects 

group ways of life, securing the objects needed, and does not 

degenerate into mere compromise, thus making groups different 

and providing possible identity for persons. Too, it gives 

groups a positive task to perform in securing objects of need 

and if successful, puts them into positions of strength in 

securing support or followers. In this position, they must 

be acknowledged by rulers and constitute channels of communi

cation and buffers between rulers and ruled. It is in this 
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way that mass politics can be avoided with meaningful issues 

raised and debated. 

The most important point is, however, that political 

science cannot see the whole picture of politics if it looks 

at political action through the eyes of the sociologist, the 

economiat, the psychologist, or the social scientist in 

general. Only thought about experience can see the 

individual as he experiences all these aspects of his exis

tence. The point is, however, that the individual person 

lives in a world of his own experience and engages in 

political actions with other such persons, and that these 

are frequently not amenable to the observance of the 

scientist, who wants to study many such relations and 

consider them in terms of cumulative data and generalization. 

At the same time, politics takes place in experience, in 

situations, and between persons. It is here, that creativity 

and personality development takes place. This is an area of 

decision-making in terms of institutions, in consideration of 

institutions, but not simply the application of institutions · 

or automatic and role interpretation or institutions. This 

is an area of freedom of thought, creativity, and ingenuity 

in any institutionalized group of men, and the emphasis is on 

the word "any." It is a frequently ignored area of freedom, 

ignored due to lack of courage and spontaneity, as well as a 

lack or ability to use it. Concomitant with any institu

tionalized setting are occasions for ascetic, aesthetic, and 
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therapeutic experiences which are implicit in personality 

development and human freedom; this is so because institu

tions are objective ideas specified in human consciousness 

of persons who, by the fact that they are persons, 

constitute more than these institutions. In addition to the 

objective portions of the consciousness which hold the ideas, 

there are activities of consciousness, and states of being 

which are the prerequisites of personality development and 

creativity. 

The suggest here is that when men engage in 

situations of decision-making with each other, there is a 

portion of the relationship which is bound by and regulated 

by institutions. However, the relationship, itself, is not 

the institution, and much more than institutions are to be 

found in the situation and the relationship. Oertainly, 

there are persons who embody certain values, goals, rules, 

and expectations of an institutional nature, but their 

experience or these is unique, in the first place. In the 

second place, their action together is composed of experi

ences of a wholistic nature, containing values, rules, goals, 

and expectations, but which must be seen, as the individual 

sees them, as a whole, and which therein cannot be broken 

down or reduced into component parts; it is irreducible for 

the individual. This is to say that when individuals engage 

in actions with each other, the action is not a rule or an 

institution, but other things of an aesthetic, therapeutic, 
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and ascetic, and spiritual nature take place. Only looking 

at human action from the standpoint of the individual in a 

situation can reveal the presence of such things. But, these 

are real things which must be recognized. 
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